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Current Topics. 


The President of the Law Society on Mr. Lloyd 
George. 

Mr. WINTERBOTHAM waxed righteously indignant at the 
dinner of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association on the extra- 
ordinary tirade of the Chancellor of the Exchequer ; but some- 
thing more than wrathful words are necessary to disabuse the 
public of the notion which Mr. LLoyp GrEorGE is sedulously 
promulgating. As we pointed out last week, the facts are con- 
clusive in favour of the Law Society, and what appears to be 
wanted is the publication of a calm statement of these facts for 
general circulation. May we venture, with much respect, to 
inquire whether it is desirable for the President to express at 
meetings of solicitors his individual political opinions? He 
announced at the recent dinner that he was not among those 
who took the view that the new land taxes were unreasonable 
and improper. Individually, of course, he is entitled to his 
opinions, but they are not those of the vast majority of the con- 
stituents of the Council of the Law Society, which they are bound 
to represent and seek to enforce. — 


The Regency Bill. 


THE TEXT of the Regency Bill has now been issued. It is 
framed on the model of the Act passed in 1840 (3 & 4 Vict. c. 
52), appointing Prince ALBERT Regent ‘if at the demise of her 
present Majesty (whom Gop long preserve) there shall be issue 
of her said Majesty who shall become and be King or Queen of 
this realm whilst under the age of eighteen years.” The present 
Bill contemplates “Her Majesty Queen Mary” being Regent 
“if on the demise of his present Majesty (whom may Gop long 
preserve) any child of his Majesty succeeds to the Crown whilst 
under the age of eighteen years.” The more succinct style 
adopted in the year 1910, as compared with that of 1840, is to 
be noticed. This greater succinctness is particularly observable 
in the preamble: ‘“ Whereas your Majesty by your Majesty’s 
royal message to koth Houses of Parliament has been pleased to 
recommend that provision should be made for a Regency in 
certain events.” This takes about three lines of print, while the 
preamble of the Act of 1840 takes more than fourteen lines 





(longer and of smaller type), with references to “ the uncertainty 
of human life” and “contingencies which may hereafter take 
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place,” &c. In both cases the enacting clause is peculiar ; the 
present Bill follows substantially the Act of 1840, and is: 
“Now therefore we, your Majesty’s most dutiful and loyal 
subjects, the Lords spiritual and temporal, and the Commons, in 
Parliament assembled, do most humbly beseech your Majesty 
that it be enacted, and beit enacted,” &c. This form is a variant 
on the ordinary enacting clause and somewhat resembles that 
employed in money Bills. 


Form of the Enacting Clause. 


THIS FORM does not seem to have attracted the attention 
of constitutional writers on parliamentary procedure; see, 
for instance, Anson, Law of the Constitution (4th ed.), i. 280; 
Ilbert, Methods of Legislation, 270, 272, where one would expect to 
find some reference to it. Apparently it is the form adopted in ca es 
where a Royal message on the subject of the Bill has been 
received: see, for instance, the Act for naturalizing Prince 
ALBERT (2 & 3 Vict. c. 2). On the other hand, the pre- 
liminary Act (2 & 3 Vict. c. 1), for enabling Prince ALsERT’s 
naturalizing Bill to be introduced (though appareutly also 
founded on a Royal message), contains merely the ordinary 
enacting clause without any prayer to the Crown from either 
House of Parl’ ent. The enactment relating to the oaths to 
be taken by t»» Regent is in the present Bill much simplified. 
The Act of 1840 eontained lengthy references to the oaths of 
allegiance and supremacy, and the oath of abjuration, made 
necessary by the Acts 1 Will. & Mary, ce. 8, and 6 Geo. 3, e. 53, but 
did not set out the forms of these oaths. The present Act sets out 
three oaths in the schedule, viz., the oath of allegiance, and two 
others which were set out in terms by the Act of 1840, viz, 
the special oath to execute the office of Regent in accordance 
with the Regency Act, and the oath to “ maintain and preserve 
the settlement of the true Protestant religion, with the govern- 
ment, discipline, rights and privileges of the Church of Scotland.” 
For the rest, the provisions of the Act of 1840, safeguarding the 
marriage of the Sovereign while under age; prohibiting the 
Regent from assenting to any alteration in certain fundamental 
statutes of the constitution, and prohibiting the Regent from 
becoming a Roman Catholic or absenting herself from the King- 
dom, are followed, in somewhat simpler language. It is not 
clear, however, why one or two constitutional changes, rather 
than others, are singled out as beyond the competency of the 
Regent to assent to, since, after all, Parliament is supreme. The 
Bill was read a second time in the House of Commons on Tuesday 
evening, and elicited some criticisms as to its form—particularly 
with respect to the insertion of unnecessary matter. It seems 
possible that some amendments may be made in Committee. 


The Divorce Commission. 


THE EVIDENCE before the Divorce Commission this week has 
been of a theological nature, and the view has been presented by 
the Bishop of Birmingham and others that divorce, or at any rate 
remarriage after divorce, is sinful, and that any extension of the 
grounds of divorce or of the right to remarry might have a 
prejudicial effect on the connection of State and Church. With 
deference to these authorities, the evidence seems to be somewhat 
remote from the scope of the inquiry. The State has recognized 
divorce and the remarriage of divorced persons, and the sole 
question now is as to securing proper grounds for divorce and 
an equality of facilities for divorce in all classes. The necessity 
for divorce is unfortunate, but it is impossible for the State, after 
having sanctioned this remedy for matrimonial troubles, to pay 
any attention to opinions which are opposed to divorce as such. 
We gather, however, that these witnesses would have no objec- 
tion to marriage being based for state purposes on a civil con- 
tract, and this being so, the action of particular religious bodies 
as to other aspects of the matter can be left to themselves. We 
sball not be surprised if the week’s evidence fails to impress the 
commission. It is almost inevitable that equality between the 
sexes as to the grounds of divorce will be established; it is 
equally inevitable that facilities for taking divorce cases in the 
provinces will be afforded ; and divorce is likely to be adopted as 
the usual remedy in lieu of separation, which has been plentifully 
condemned. But we do not anticipate that the report of the com. 


mission will be influenced by views which were overruled half a 
century ago when divorce by courts of law was first introduced, 


Purchasers of Land and Estate Duty. 


A CORRESPONDENT, whose letter we print elsewhere, raises 
several questions as to estate duty, but his first question—as to 
the transfer of estate duty to the proceeds of sale of land sold 
under a trust for sale—was settled for practical purposes 
some years ago. The Inland Revenue authorities at first took 
the view advocated by our correspondent—that the duty is 
transferred to the proceeds of sale—and they relied on the 
provision of section 8 of the Finance Act, 1894, which he quotes, 
But that provision relates to the collection and recovery of duty, 
not to its incidence or to the persons who are accountable, and 
the commissioners subsequently altered their view and insisted 
on making the purchaser liable to see that the duty has been 
paid. This was in 1899, and the letter in which they expressed 
this view will be found at p. 58 of 44 SoLicrtors’ JOURNAL. An 
attempt to secure a change in the Finance Act, 1894, on this 
point was not successful (ilid., p. 343), and we believe that the 
question has not since been raised. The safety of the purchaser 
is secured by the certificate of discharge, as to which our corres- 
pondent makes his second query. Under section 11 (1) of the 
Finance Act, 1894, the person accounting for the duty 
can call for the certificate. Such person will usually 
be the vendor, and it is the settled practice for the 
purchaser to require this certificate to be obtained and produced. 
A purchaser is now entitled to production of the certificate, 
and is not bound to accept a mere receipt for the duty. The 
certificate will shew the particular property, and it operates as a 
conclusive discharge from the duty. Our correspondent’s third 
query 1aises a more debateable point, but we doubt whether the 
change in the devolution of real property effected by the Land 
Transfer Act, 1897, exempts a purchaser of real estate from the 
personal representative from seeing to the payment of estate 
duty. Section 8 (4), in speaking of property as to which (hy 
executor is not accountable for the estate duty, is referring to the 
personal property mentioned in sub-section 3 ; and this does not 
seem to be altered by the Land Transfer Act, 1897. The latter 
part of sub-section 4, however, includes among the persons 
accountable for the duty in respect of real estate both bene. 
ficiaries and trustees, as well as alienees. Probably executors 
are trustees of the real estate for the purpose of this provision, 
and as such are accountable for the estate duty ; but this does not 
exempt a purchaser, and it seems safer to assume that the 
purchaser must call for the certificate of discharge, notwith- 
standing that he purchases from the executor. As to our 
correspondent’s fourth query, having regard to section 6 (6) of 
the Finance Act, 1894, as amended by section 18 (1) of the 
Finance Act, 1896, no discount seems to be allowable on estate 
duty. 


Loss of Money Sent by Post. 


WHERE A debt is intended to be paid by means of a remittance 
sent by post, and the remittance does not reach the creditor's 
hands, it is sometimes a difficult question to determine on whom 
the loss is to fall. The general rule on the subject was laid down 
by Lord KENYON in a nisi prius case in 1721--WVarwicke v. 
Noakes (1 Peake 98). The head-note to that case is: “If a 
debtor is directed by his creditor to remit money by the post 
and it is iost, the creditor must bear the loss.” The practical 
difficulty, however, is to discover what amounts to a sufficient 
“direction” by the creditor. Can this, for example, be implied 
from a long course of dealing between the same parties? There 
are two decisions of the Court of Appeal—in one of which the 
loss fell on the creditor, and in the other on the debtor—which 
illustrate the limits of the liability of either party. In Norman 
v. Ricketts (1886, 3 Times L. R. 182), the plaintiff was a dress- 
maker, who wrote from London to her customer in the country, 
and requested that a cheque for her bill might be sent her. The 
defendant sent. a cheque by letter and this was lost in the 
post. It was held that the plaintiff (the creditor) 
must bear the loss (the cheque having ‘fallen into the wrong 





hands), and that the defendant had duly discharged the debt. 
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Here the creditor had asked for a cheque, and the court held 
that transmission by post was the medium of transmission 
impliedly authorized. In Pennington v. Crossley (1897, 77 
L. T. 4) the defendant (the debtor) had been in the habit 
for the past twenty years of ordering goods of the plaintiff 
and sending cheques by post in payment. The plaintiff (the 
creditor) had never objected to this mode of payment. At last 
one of the cheques went astray in the post, and it was contended 
that the long course of dealing between the parties constituted 
an implied authority from the creditor to the debtor to send 
the cheque by post. The Court of Appeal held otherwise, and 
decided that the cheque was sent at the debtor’s risk and he 
must bear the loss. Having regard to these tyvo cases, it is less 
safe (from the point of view of the purchaser of goods) to send 
a cheque with an order by post than to send a cheque on being 
asked for payment subsequently. The principle of the deci-ion 
in Norman v. Ricketts has quite recently been followed by a 
Divisional Court—see Thairlwall v. Great Northern Railway Co. 
(Times, June 20th) A dividend warrant was sent to the plain- 
tiff by the defendant company, and was lost inthe post. It was 
held that the plaintiff, as a shareholder, had impliedly authorized 
the despatch of the dividend warrant to him by post, and that 
his must be the loss (if any). As a matter of fact, the company 
were willing to issue another dividend warrant on receiving an 
indemnity, and the lost document had not apparently got into 
wrong hands. The principle, nevertheless, was that any risk of 
loss in connection with the first dividend warrant sent rested with 
the plaintiff, the creditor. 


Questions on the New Land and Stamp Duties. 


WE PRINTED recently (ante, p. 584) an important series of 
observations which have been prepared by the Liverpool 
Incorporated Law Society on the new land duties and the altered 
stamp duties. The ascertainment of the original site value of 
all the land in the country is the foundation of the new land 
duties, and of course this work should have been undertaken and 
completed before the duties came into operation. That the 
duties shall be suspended until the basis for the assessment and 
collection is thus prepared is reasonable to ask, but we fear that 
there is small probability of the request being granted, and for 
some time to come no little delay will be incident to dealings 
with land. The Government, as the Liverpool Law Society 
point out, will have the assistance of the large body of solicitors 
throughout the country in the collection of the land duties, as 
they have had it hitherto in the collection of death duties, but 
no provision has been made as to their remuneration. It seems 
probable that the additional work imposed is not covered by the 
existing conveyancing charges, and the society support the 
opinion of the Council of the Law Scciety that a special charge 
for the work incident to increment value duty should be made, 
and should, in accordance with section 4 (2) of the Finance 
Act, 1910, be borne by the vendor or lessor. This duty is not 
payable where a transfer takes place after the commencement 
of the Act—the 29th of April, 1910—in pursuance of a contract 
before the Act. But it will not be practicable in the future to 
ascertain whether a conveyance was exempt on this ground, and, 
as the Liverpool Law Society point out, the conveyances in all 
such cases should be stamped, under section 4 (3) (c), with a 
stamp denoting that no increment value duty was payable. 
They also point out how the completion of a sale can be carried 
out with safety to the purchaser so far as the duty is concerned 
by presentation of the conveyance for assessment before it has 
been completed. They refer to the failure in section 75 to 
secure for premiums of £500 and under, paid on leases, the exemp- 
tion from double stamp duty afforded to conveyances by section 
73, and make the very proper suggestion that, until the over- 
sight has been corrected by the Legislature, it should be corrected 
by departmental rule. They also point out that, having regard 
to section 74 (2), the stamp on every voluntary disposition inter 
vivos must now be adjudicated. The valuations to be made under 
the Act will be of importance to mortgagees, and the right of 
mortgagees to particulars of valuation and to appeal, if such right 
is doubtful, should be at once made clear. An important ques- 
tion is also raised by the Liverpool Law Society as to the fur- 


nishing of details of easements and restrictive covenants for the 
purposes of valuation. This, especially in small transactions, 
may be a source of undue trouble and expense, and the official 
requirements should be moderated accordingly. 


The Borrowing Powers of Urban Authorities. 


THE BORROWING powers conferred upon local and urban 
authorities by the Public Health Act, 1875, have been followed 
by an enormous addition to the mass of local, as distinguished 
from national, debt, and we cannot be surprised that a rigid con- 
struction should be placed upon any section by which a limit is 
created on the exercise of these powers. So far back as the year 
1824, BayLey, J., in the case of Richter v. Hughes (2 B. & C. 499), 
said, with reference to a statutory power by which a corporation 
was authorized to borrow money, “The Act of Parliament gives 
a special power, and that power ought to be strictly followed, and 
as it authorizes them to borrow a certain sum of money and 
afterwards, by rates, to pay the interest of the money borrowed, 
they have no right to borrow beyond the specified amount, or to 
raise rates to pay interest upon any higher sum.” In the case of 
R. v. Locke, decided by the King's Bench Division on May 10th, 
a municipal corporation had agreed with bankers that the 
bank should advance them a large sum, the consideration 
for the agreement being the transfer .to the bankers of 
the corporation’s bank account. No security was issued 
in respect of this loan, although section 233 of the Public 
Health Act, 1875, which enables an urban authority to borrow 
money for the purpose of defraying the expenses incurred by 
them in the execution of the sanitary Acts and the principal 
Act provided that such loans shall be on the security of the rates. 
The Divisional Court held that the borrowing powers of the 
corporation were subject to statutory conditions, and that in 
dispensing with the whole, or any part, of such conditions they 
were acting contrary to law, and that the payment of interest on 
money borrowed without the fulfilment of the statutory conditions 
was illegal. The exact point does not appear to have previously 
arisen, but it is obvious that in the arrangement made by the 
corporation with the bank the safeguards for the protection of 
ratep.yers and possible lenders were disregarded. 


Agreement that Questions under an Irish 
Contract Shall be Decided as if it Was 
an English Contract. 


Tue IrtsH Court of Appeal, in the case of Limerick Corporation 
v. Crampton (1910, 2 Ir. Rep. 416), had recently to consider a 
clause in a contract, made in Ireland, by which the parties 
agreed that it was to be regarded as made in England. The 
action was brought by the corporation against the defendants, 
a firm of manufacturing engineers carrying on business in 
England, to recover damages for breach of a contract to supply 
electrical plant to the corporation. The clause under considera- 
tion provided that any dispute between the parties should be 
referred to arbitration, re that “the contract should in all 
respects be construed and operate as an English contract and 
in conformity with English law.” An order having been made 
giving the plaintiffs leave to issue a writ for service on the 
defendant company in England, the defendants moved that it 
should be discharged on the ground that it was a term of the 
contract that the same should be enforceable in England and not 
elsewhere, or, in the alternative, that further proceedings in the 
action should be stayed pending a reference to arbitration of the 
matters in dispute. The Court of Appeal, affirming the decision 
of the King’s Bench Division, held that the contract must be 
carried out in point of procedure as if it had been made in 
England. The Irish court was not necessarily deprived of juris- 
diction, but was bound to exercise its discretion, unless some 
paramount reason to the contrary was shewn, by giving effect to 
the words in the contract which made it operate as an English 
one, and adopt as the forum what the parties had inferentially 
agreed that it should be. The order for service out of the juris- 
diction was therefore set aside. The principle guiding the Court 
of Appeal—that whenever the legal effect of any transaction 
depends upon the intention of the parties thereto as to the law 








by which it is to be governed, then the effect of the transaction 
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must be determined in accordance with the law contemplated by 
the parties—has in recent years been illustrated by a number of 
cases in the English courts. 


The Decision of Hypothetical Cases. 


THE CURRENT number of the Law Reports contains a curious 
instance of unwillingness to decide any question which does not 
arise out of the actual facts. ‘lhe case is Glasgow Navigation Uo. 
v. Tron Ore Co. (1910, A. C. 293), an action brought in Scotland 
by the owners of a vessel against the charterers in respect of 
time lost in the discharge of the vessel, and the question at issue 
depended both on the charter-party and the bill of lading; but 
the parties apparently only desired to obtain a decision on the 
construction of the charter-party. The case proceeded, accordingly, 
on the charter-party alone, and was argued on the assumption that 
the charterers were in fact the owners of the cargo ; and by agree- 
ment the bi!l of lading was not put in evidence. Under these 
circumstances the House of Lords treated the case as hypotheti- 
cal, and declined to make any order except that the action should 
be dismissed without costs toeither party. This was the penalty 
for asking the House for an order “upon the footing that the 
parties were bound by a contract different from the contract by 
which they were actually bound.” The objection of English 
tribunals to decide more than is actually necessary for determin- 
ing the rights of the parties and the actual facts is well known. 
The objection is doubtless very proper, but, at the same time, it 
seems—as Powell v. Kempton Park Racecourse Co, (1899, A. C. 143) 
shewed—to be compatible with willingness to try a purely collusive 
action. 


The Atlantic Fisheries Arbitration. 

A SUMMARY is given in the Zimes of June 18th of Sir 
ROBERT FINLAY's speech dealing with the seven points at issue 
before the Tribunal, and the case for the United States was 
opened on Monday, the 20th. The two most important and 
difficult points are (1) Whether under the Treaty of 1818 Great 
Britain parted with any portion of her sovereignty over the 
territory in question ? and (2) what is meant by a “bay”? The 
United States view as to the first of the questions is apparently 
that Great Britain either made a partition of her sovereign rights, 
or else granted a sort of servitude in favour of the United 
States. Great Britain contends that both these contentions are 
irrelevant, as her sovereign rights had been fully recognized, and 
the permission to fish was not granted to any State, but to 
the inhabitants of the United States. As to the meaning of 
“bay,” it is sought by the United States to exclude bays more 
than six miles wide, with the result that in the case of the 
larger bays the three-mile limit would follow the sinuosities of 
the coast line instead of being measured from a line across the 
two headlands of the bay. 


The Declaration of London. 


THE TIME draws near for the Declaration of London to be 
either ratified or rejected. The Government some time ago 
agreed that this convention should not be ratified until there 
had been an opportunity of discussing the subject in Parliament. 
The Times of June 16th contains particulars of resolutions con- 
demnatory of the Declaration of London passed by the North of 
England Protecting and Indemnity Association and by the 
Chamber of Shipping of the United Kingdom. The Chamber 
of Shipping have also appointed a sub-committee to consult as 
to what steps should be taken in the interests of British ship- 
ping to prevent the ratification of the Declaration. If ratification 
does take place, food going to a neutral port in foreign countries 
will not be contraband, and neutral shipping will be more liable 
to be sunk. These changes in the law of naval warfare would tell 
— Great Britain in case of any loss of the command of 
the sea. 


The Land Agents Society on the New Land 
Duties. 
WE HAVE received numerous inquiries as to where copies of 
the “ Aids to Part I. of the Finance Act, 1909-10,” issued by the 
Parliamentary Committee of the Council of the Land Agents 


Society, which we discussed ante, p. 577, can be obtained. We 
are informed that copies can be had by non-members, at the 
price of 5s. per copy, and that orders for copies should be 
addressed to the Secretary of the Society, at 11, Carteret street, 
Westminster, and be accompanied by a remittance made payable 
to the society. 








Money-lenders Trading under 
Assumed Names. 


WE noticed last week the decision of the House of Lords in 
Gadd vy. Kirkwood (ante, p. 599), as to the requirement of the 
Money-lenders Act, 1900, that a money-lender shall carry on 
his business at his registered address and at no other address. 
The carrying on of business imports a series of acts, and in 
order to comply with the statute it is not necessary that all the 
acts incident to the transaction of a particular piece of business 
should be done at the registered address. This appears to be 
a practical construction of the Act, which was intended to 
place restraints on the carrying on of tke business of money-lend- 
ing and not to make it impossible. The current number of the 
Law Reports contains the decision of the Court of Appeal in 
Sadler v. Whiteman (1910, 1 K. B. 868), on another important 
question affecting the statutory requirements—namely, the name 
under which a money-lender can be registered and the possibility 
of an individual carrying on business by himself under one 
assumed name at one address, and in partnership under 
another assumed name at another address. The provisions of 
the Act are so clear as to make it surprising that any doubt on 
the points should have arisen, but judgments departing from the 
ordinary meaning of the words used were given by Bray, J., 
and by VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, L.J., in the present case, and a 
like judgment was given by BUCKNILL, J., a few months ago 
in Stirling v. Silburn (1910, 1 K. B. 67). 

The Money-lenders Act, 1900, by section 2, sub-section 1, 
requires (a) that a money-lender “shall register himself as a 
money-lender in accordance with regulations under this Act . 
under his own or usual trade name, and in no other name, and 
with the address, or all the addresses if more than one, at which 
he carries on his business of money-lender”; and (5) that he 
“shall carry on the money-lending business in his registered 
name, and in no other name and under no other description, 
and at his registered address or addresses and at no other 
address.” Thus the Act allows the money-lender a choice of 
names. It does not, as it very well might have done, confine him 
to his own name, but it allows him to register instead his 
“ usual trade name” ; and having made his choice and registered 
a name, he is strictly confined to the registered name in carrying 
on the money-lending business. In the present case of Sadler 
v. Whiteman (supra), the defendants A. G. WHITEMAN and 
W. E. WHITEMAN carried on business as money-lenders in 
partnership at Moorgate-street, London, under the registered 
name of Cops & Co. This name had not been used at all before 
the registration. The defendant A. G. WHITEMAN also carried 
on business as a money-lender alone at Seven Sisters-road, 
London, under the name of Cox & Co. The plaintiff borrowed 
money from Coss & Co., and the action arose out of the loan. 
The details of the loan and the subsequent proceedings are not 
material. A bill of sale was given; the plaintiff's goods were 
seized under circumstances which he alleged made the seizure 
unlawful ; and the action was for damages for trespass, and for 
the wrongful seizure. In the course of the action the question 
was raised by the plaintiff that the defendants had not complied 
with the statute, and that the securities for the loan were void. 

In the previous case of Stirling v. Silburn (supra) the facts were 
similar. One C. STONE registered himself as a money-lender 
under the name GEORGE SELBY, with an address in Bloomsbury. 
This name was first adopted at the time of registration. Subse- 
quently he took a partner in this business, and the partnership 
was registered under the same name ; and afterwards he registered 
himself as “C. StrRLING” with an address in Jermyn-street, 





| where he carried on business at first separately, and afterwards 
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in partnership with a different partner. BUCKNILL, J., held 
that the registration of ‘GEORGE SELBY” was not a violation 
of the Act, though the carrying on business under two different 
registered names, one in partnership and the other alone or 
with a different partner, was a violation. The latter ruling 
was, of course, right; the former involved an erroneous 
construction of the term “usual trade namo.” The learned 
judge held that ‘GrorGE SELBY” was STONE’s usual 
trade name if he intended to adopt it and use it in the 
future. This, it need hardly be said, is not the meaning 
of “usual.” A money-lender has the option of registering 
his “usual trade name,” but that must be the trade name 
which he is usually employing at the date of registration. A 
man’s usual practice is what he has usually done in the past, not 
what he intends usually to do in the future. Otherwise many 
good practices would be more usual than they are. We should 
all of us, for instance, be early risers. ‘I think,” said BUCKNILL, 
J., “a money-lender can lawfully register a name by which he 
elects at the time of its registration to be known, whether he 
adopted it before or after the Act of’1900 came into operation.” 


Apparently he was led to this result by the form of return issued | 


by the Inland Revenue Commissioners. But, as FARWELL, LWWJ., 
has pointed out, no form of return could alter the clear effect of 
the words of the statute. 

In Sadler v. Whiteman (supra) Bray, J., arrived at the same 
conclusion as BUCKNILL, J. “I think,” he said, “these words 
‘nsual trade name’ are somewhat ambiguous, and I am rerfectly 
entitled to construe these words as meaning the trade name 
under which the defendants intended as a rule to carry on 
business—the name which is to be their usual name.” VAUGHAN 
WiLiiaMs, L.J., also found the words ambiguous and gave them 
the same meaning. He took “usual” out of the past and pro- 
jected it into the future. 

When three judges take this view of the word “usual” it is 
necessary to assume, out of deference, that it is at least a plausible 
view. How it comes to be plausible we may perhaps be excused 
from inquiring. The majority of the Court of Appeal—MouLton 
and FARWELL, L.JJ.—restored the word “usual” to its proper 
meaning, and found this in the past and not in the future. It 
was pointed out, indeed, that it is altogether inapplicable to the 
future, since a registered money-lender is confined strictly to one 
registered name and can no more have a ‘‘usual” one than a 
man can have a usual wife. “It seems to me,” said MOULTON, 
L.J., “impossible that ‘usual’ can refer to what only becomes 
usual in the future—i.¢., at a time when ex hypothesi there 
can be only one trade name.” And Farwet, L.J., also 
described the construction stated above as ‘“an impossible con- 
struction.” 

The other point in the case—whether a man can carry on 
business as a money-lender under one registered name in 
partnership and under another registered name alone—-calls for 
no discussion, though even here VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, L.J., 
decided against such a course “with great hesitation.” It is 
sufficient to notice that the Act says he shall carry on business 
in his registered name and in no other name. Since the registered 
name must be either his own or his usual trade name, the Act 
forbids the carrying on of business under more than one registered 
name, and it forbids the practice adopted in both the cases referred 
to above. Whether a man carries on business as a money-lender 
alone or in partnership, in either case he trades as a money-lender, 
and to allow him to use different registered names would not 
only be opposed to the language of the statute, but would open 
the door to the very mischief which the statute was intended to 
cure. On this all the judges seem to have been agreed. As to 
the restriction now put upon registering the “usual trade name ” 
it is singular that any doubt should have been felt about it. 
The usual trade names which were in existence in money-lending 
businesses will in course of time become extinct, and money- 
lenders will be obliged to register under their own names, save 
in the rare case where a name used for another business is trans- 
ferred by the proprietor to a money-lending business. An 
alteration of the statute which would accelerate the process and 
forbid all “ trade names” in money-lending bueinesses would be 
welcome, 





Admissibility of Statements Made in 
the Presence of a Prisoner. 


It often happens that a person who has made a 
accusation of a prisoner cannot be called at his trial. He may 
be ill, or he may be dead. Again, he may be an accomplice. 
If the accomplice turns King’s Evidence there is always a 
danger of his going back on his previous statement. If the 
accomplice is tried with the prisoner he cannot be called as a 
witness except at his own wish. If a prisoner can be convicted 
without calling into court a child of tender years, that policy is, 
for obvious reasons, the most desirable. The question then 
arises, can the public accusation which bas been made by this 
person be put in evidence? And if so, under what conditions, 
and with what direction from the judge? If the publie 
accusation was not made in the presence and hearing of the 
prisoner, it is mere hearsay, and, except in the well-known 
excepted cases, cannot be given in evidence. This, it appears, 
is well known to the police, and they have sought to get over 
the difficulty by writing down the statement of the accuser, 


public 


| placing him and the prisoner in the same room or cell, and then 


reading over the written deposition in the hearing of both persons. 
An example will be found in the report of 2. v. Pearson (1908, 


| 72 J. P. 449), where a servant of the prisoner, who was charged 


| HAWKINS, J., said: 








with stealing, made a statement to the police in the absence of 
his master that he had ordered him to take a waggon and go 
and fetch the stolen property. This was put into writing, master 
and servant were confronted with each other, and the written 
statement was read over to both. Lord ALVERSTONE, C.J., in com- 
menting upon this procedure, said: “ We certainly should not 
entertain that as evidence.” The same judge, in L. v. Bromhead 
(1906, 71 J. P. 104), said: “I am not saying anything as to the 
right of constables generally to read statements over to prisoners, 
and thereby make them admissible. In my opinion, in this 
particular case there was nothing of that kind, and any idea 
that the police were trying to manufacture evidence is negatived 
in this case.” It would appear, therefore, that this procedure, 
which has been adopted by the pcelice in certain towns of the 
Midlands, is not looked on with favour by the Court of Criminal 
Appeal. But the subject of this article is as to the admission of 
such accusations in evidence on the trial of the prisoner when 
they have been made in his presence and hearing without any 
attempt on the part of the police “to manufacture evidence.” 
The law on this subject was laid down by Mr. Justice HAWKINS 
in the case of R. v. Smith (1897, 18 Cox C.C. 470). In this 
case the accuser, a girl, bad died, and her accusation was not 
admissible as a dying declaration. She had made her statement 
in the presence of the prisoner, who had immediately said: 
“That is not true.” Counsel for the Crown tendered this 
evidence, i.v., the girl’s statement, and said: “ Any statement 


| made in the presence of the prisoner js evidence against him,” 


‘‘No, it is not so. The statement, if made 
in his absence, would clearly not be evidence against him of the 
facts contained in it. It makes no difference that it was made 
in his presence, unless evidence could be adduced which would 
justify the jury in finding that the prisoner, having heard the 
statement, and having the opportunity of explaining or denying 
it, and the oceasion being one on which he might reasonably be 
expected to make some observation, explanation, or denial, by his 
silence, his conduct or demeanour, or by the character of any 
observations or explanations he thought fit to make, 
substantially admitted the truth of the whole or some 
portion of it.” Later, in addressing the jury, he said: 
“T entertain a very decided opinion that before a bare state- 
ment made by another person in an accused person’s presence, 
and prejudicial to him, is allowed to be used as evidence 
against him, there must be something in the shape of action, 
conduct, or words which, in the opinion of the judge, would 
justify the jury in drawing an inference that the accused sub- 
stantially admitted the story told against him. Here the only 
thing that the prisoner said or did when the statement was 
made was to turn and say, ‘This is not true.’ I therefore 
refuse to allow the evidence to be submitted to you, and as 
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there is admittedly no other material evidence to affect the | statements made in the presence of a prisoner upon an occasion 


prisoner, your verdict must be one of acquittal.” 


TAYLOR, in | 


his text-book on Evidence (10th ed., see pars, 814, 815, and 907) | 


adopts the language of HAWKINS, J., in his statement ef the 
law on this subject. 

For nearly ten years this ruling of HAWkrNs, J., was con- 
sidered to be the law, as indeed, it appears still to be, from the 
most recent decision of J’. v. Norton heard in the Court of 
Criminal Appeal (ante, p. 602). But before this decision certain 
oliter dicta of the present Lord Chief Justice threw doubt upon 
the correctness of the decision in /?. v. Smith. In 2. v. Bromhead 
(1906, 71 J. P. 104) the accusation was made in the presence 
and hearing of a fellow prisoner, but the accus d remained 
silent. The police then read over to both of them a previous 
statement by the accuser which had been committed to writing, 
and again the accused remained silent. The judge who tried the 
case stated the law in accordance with the ruling of HAWKINS, 
J., and in the terms stated in Taylor on Evidence. The court 


held that the statements were admissible, but Lord ALVERSTONE | 


said ; “I am not going to lay down any general rule as regards 
the admissibility of statements made by one person and read 
over to the prisoner. I am certainly not going to say that 
if the prisoner said ‘It’s a lie!’ the statement is not admis- 
sible, and that if he does not say that it is admissible.” The 
obvious comment on this is, that Mr. Justice HAWKINS had laid 
down a general rule which had been acted on for years. But in 
hk. v. Thompson (1910, 1 K. B. 640) Lord ALVERSTONE went 
further. He said: “If the decision of HAWKINS, J., in #. v. 
Smith is supposed to have laid down, as a matter of law, 
that such a statement as was made by the appellant’s 
fellow prisoner in the present case, incriminating the 
appellant, is not admissible, as against the latter, unless it is 





on which he might reasonably be expected to make some observa- 
tion, explanation, or denial are admissible under certain circum. 
stances. We think itis not strictly accurateand may be misleading 
to say that they are admissible in evidence against the prisoner, as 
such an expression may seem to imply that they are evidence of 
the facts stated in them, and must be considered upon the footing 
of other evidence. Such statements are never evidence of the 
facts stated in them; they are admissible only as introductory 
to or explanatory of the answer given to them by the person 
in whose presence they are made. Such answer may of course 
be given either by words or by conduct—e.g., by remaining silent 
on an occasion which demanded an answer. If the answers 
given amount to an admission of the statements, or some part of 
them, they or that part become relevant as shewing what facts 
are admitted ; if the answer be not such an admission, the state- 
ments are irrelevant to the matter under consideration and should 
be disregarded. We think that the contents of such statements 
should not be given in evidence unless the judge is satisfied that 


| there is evidence fit to be submitted to the jury that the prisoner 
| by his answer to them, whether given by word or conduct, 


either wholly or in part admitted by him, in my opinion it goes | 


too far.” 
HAWKINS, J., in FP. v. Smith, that such a statement is not admis- 
sible unless it is either in whole or in part admitted by the 
appellant to be true. 
ness, exclude the case of a prisoner remaining silent, and giving 
no indication as to whether he admitted or denied the truth of 
any part of the statement.” Now a careful reading of the 
language of HAWKINS, J., in 2. v. Smith will shew that he dealt 
expressly with the case of a prisoner remaining silent, and also 
with the case (impliedly) where the prisoner gave no indication 
by either words or conduct as to whether he admitted the truth 
of any part of the statement. He said: “ It makes no difference 
that it was made in his presence unless evidence could be adduced 
which would justify the jury in finding that the prisoner having 
heard the statement, and having the opportunity of explaining 
or denying it, and the occasion being one upon which he might 
reasonably be expected to make some observation, explanation, 
or denial, by his silence, his conduct, or demeanour, or by the 
character of any observation or explanations he thought fit to 
make, substantially admitted the truth of the whole or some por- 
tion of it.” In &. v. Thompson, however, after the statement 
made before trial to which the prisoner had answered “It is a 
pack of lies, I do not know the man,” had been put in, ARCHER, 
the man who made the statement was called and gave evidence. 
The Lord Chief Justice in giving judgment said : “ The most that 
can be said is that the statement was given in evidence at an 
earlier stage of the trial than it might have been if the case had 
been conducted differently.” Both these statements, therefore, 
of the Lord Chief Justice were oiter, but their effect was to 
throw considerable doubt upon the ruling of Mr. Justice HAWKINS 
in f. v. Smith (supra). 

In a written and considered judgment Mr. Justice PicKFORD 
reiterated the ruling of Mr. Justice HAWKINS in the case of 
Rh. v. Norton (supra). The judgment—as are all judgments of 


the Court of Criminal Appeal—was the judgment of the court, | ought to disregard the statement altogether.” 


He also said: “We cannot follow the ruling of | 


A decision to that effect would, in strict- | 


| tke procedure to be followed on the trial. 





acknowledged the truth of the whole or part of them. If there 
be no such evidence, then the contents of the statements should be 
excluded ; if there be such evidence, then they should be admitted, 
and the question whether the prisoner’s answer by words or conduct 
did or did not in fact amount to an acknowledgment of them should 
be left to the jury.” These words repeat in substance the ruling of 
Mr. Justice HAWKINS, and in effect do what Lord ALVERSTONE 
refused to do, in R. v. Bromhead (supra), and again lay down a 
general rule as regards the admissibility of statements made by 
one person and read over to the prisoner—and it is submitted 
that they reiterate the decision of HAWKINS, J., as a matter of 
law, that such a statement is not admissible unless it is either in 
whole or in part admitted by the prisoner to be true. In a word, 
these statements are only evidence if they are admitted by the 
prisoner, either by his words, or conduct, or demeanour. 


But the Court of Criminal Appeal went further and incident- 
ally afforded another proof of the value of the court by defining 
Mr. Justice Pick: 
FORD said: “In trials of prisoners on indictment there 
is, as a rule, no difficulty in deciding whether there be such 
evidence or not, as the prisoner’s answer appears upon the 
depositions, and the chance that the evidence with regard to it 
may be different on the trial ig so small that it may be dis- 
regarded. When, however, the evidence of the prisoner's 
answer does not appear, there does not seem to be any practical 
difficulty in applying the rule above stated. The fact of a 
statement having been made in the prisoner's presence may be 
given in evidence, but not the contents, and the question asked 
what the prisoner said or did on such a statement being made. 
If his answer, given either by words or conduct, be such as to 
be evidence from which an acknowledgment may be inferred, 
then the contents of the statement may be given and the ques- 
tion of admission or not, in fact left to the jury; if it be not 
evidence from which such an acknowledgment may be inferred, 
then the contents of the statement should be excluded.” 

Mr. Justice PIcKFoRD, at the end of his judgment, outlines 
the direction to be given to the jury where evidence of such a 
statement or accusation has been admitted. “If they come to 
the conclusion that the prisoner had acknowledged the truth of 
the whole or any part of the facts stated, they may take the 
statement, or so much of it as was acknowledged, to be true 
(but no more) into consideration, as evidence in the case 


generally. Not because the statement standing alone afforded 
|any evidence of the matter contained in it, but solely 


| 
| 


because of the prisoner’s acknowledgment of its truth ; but unless 
they found as a fact that there was such acknowledgment, they 
Against this 


that of Lord ALversTonE, C.J., who must have seen reason to | passage of the learned judge’s judgment in the margin are written 
vary his opinion, that of Lord CoLeRIDGE and that of Mr. Justice | the words “see R. v. Smith,” and we may therefore consider 
PICKFORD. The judgment states the law on the point as follows: | from the statement of the law and practice contained in this 
“ As a general rule, statements as to the facts of a case under | judgment, by a court which included the Lord Chief Justice, 
investigation are not evidence unless made by witnesses in the | that the ruling of Mr. Justice HAWKINS on this matter is still 


ordinary way, but to this rule there are exceptions. 





One is that ' the law, and, indeed, the judgment in #2. v. Norton (supra) has 
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neither added to nor taken away from it, but it has removed, as 
no doubt was intended, the donbts as to its accuracy that had 
been suggested in the earlier decisions of R. v. Bromhead (supra) 
and of J’. v. Thompson (supra). 


The Late Mr. Cecil H. Russell. 


WE greatly regret to record the death of Mr. Cectt H. Russe ct, 
barrister-at-law. Though he had long ago retired from active prac- 
tice, there are few men who had more friends at the bar, or who won 
more hearty liking. Nor is this wonderful. His high character and 
the gentle courtesy of his manner were alike attractive ; he was 
eminently sociable and full of kindliness. And with all this he was 
aman of ability and energy, throwing himself heart and soul into 
whatever he undertook. 

He was the only son of Mr. Greorce Lake RusskLt, a county 
court judge, and was educated at Trinity College, Cambridge. He 
was called to the bar in 1856, and practised for many years with 
much success in the Court of Chancery and Chancery Division. In 
1881 he was appointed Junior Counsel to the Treasury in Charity 
Cases—no small testimony to the opinion held by the Attorney- 
General of that day of his learning and ability—and he discharged the 
duties of this office with much success, and carried on a considerable 
business until 1888, when he retired from general practice. He was 
(perhaps unfortunately) a man of ample means, and did not care to 
continue the drudgery of practice. He had been elected a bencher 
of Lincoln’s-inn in February, 1885, about the time when the present 
Master of the Rolls attained that distinction ; and he was Treasurer 
of the Inn a few years ago. 

From the commencement of the movement which led to the forma- 
tion of the Inns of Court Rifles, Mr. Russet took the keenest 
interest inthat corps. After serving in different stages of commission, 
he became Lieutenant-Colonel in 1884, and from thence to 1895, 
when he resigned, he was a thoroughly etticient and popular com- 
manding ofticer. The traditions of the regiment tell that not every 
man of more than ordinary ability and sagacity in the practice of the 
law is able to keep his battalion out of scrapes at inspections or field 
days. We ourselves can recall the adventure of a very learned 
otticer who on one field day, long ago, innocently put his men on the 
wrong side of a hedge, whereupon there swooped down on him.a red- 
hot officer of the Regulars, who, with much Flanderian language, 
demanded why he, like a born fool, wanted to have all his 
scribblers shot down like rabbits! The respect felt by the army 
man for volunteers in those days was not excessive. There was 
nothing of this sort while Colonel RussELL was in command. 

Mr. Russ£E.t was for some time chairman of the board of directors 
of the Equity and Law Life Assurance Society. 

A memorial service for Mr. Russeti was held at Lincoln’s-inn 
Chapel on Monday; Canon Brrcutna, the preacher, and the Rev. 
W. J. Harriycton, the chaplain, officiating. Among those present 
were the Master of the Rolls, Lord Justice VauGHaN WILLIAMs, Sir 
James Strrptixc, Lord Justice KenNepy, Lord Justice FARWELL, 
Mr. Justice WARRINGTON, and many members of the bar and of the 
Inns of Court Officers’ Training Corps. 

















Reviews. 


Maintenance, Desertion, and Affiliation. 


‘THe Law oF MAINTENANCE AND DESERTION AND AFFILIATION, WITH 
THE AcTs FOR THE Custopy AND PROTECTION OF CHILDREN. 
Tuirp Epitios. By Temple CHEVALLIER MARTIN, lately Chief 
Clerk to the Magistrates of the Metropolitan Police Court, 
Lambeth, and Georce Temple Martin, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens 
& Haynes. 

This book does not profess to be more than a handbook on parts 
of the law relating to husband and wife and to children, for the use of 
magistrates and practitioners in the lower courts. It should, how- 
ever, be useful. Besides chapters on Maintenance, Desertion, and 
Orders in Bastardy, the relevant Acts are printed (including the 
Children Act, 1908); and other Acts relating to criminal offences are 
printed as appendixes. The cases to the end of 1909 seem to be 
cited. On p. 14 we notice Musson Templier & Co. v. de Fries (1909, 2 
K. B. 831), which exploded the notion that the doctrine of para- 
phernalia is stillalive. A recent case on section 17 of the Children 
Act, 1908, should be noted up by the practitioner on p. 164—L. v. Moon 
(1910, 1 K. B. 818), by which it was decided that “ seduction” in the 
section has the ordinary meaning of inducing a girl to surrender her 
chastity for the first time. The statement, on p. 3, as to Jersey mar- 
riages is not quite correct. Jersey is in the diocese of Winchester— 





ecclesiastically—and a marriage celebrated in a church there need not 
be proved as a foreign one ; but a merely civil marriage at a registrar's 
= would have to be proved like any other marriage under foreign 
aw. 





The Law of Bankruptcy. 


A SHort View or tHE Law or Bankruptcy. By Epwarp 
Manson, Barrister-at-Law. Srconp Epiriox. Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited). 

The law of bankruptcy covers a wide field, but Mr. Manson has 
shewn in this useful volume that it admits of concise statement, and 
the present edition, which includes all the cases reported since the 
first edition, presents an excellent epitome of the subject. On such 
matters as the effect of the bankruptcy on after-acquired property, 
on disclaimer of leaseholds, on trade customs under the order and 
disposition clause, and on the avoidance of settlements, the author’s 
treatment is very satisfactory. The relevant cases are collected and 
arranged without undue expansion of the text, and the practi- 
tioner who uses the book will find much useful information given, 
without any sacrifice of lucidity, in a small compass. 





Books of the Week. 


New Land Taxes.—The New Land Taxes and Their Practical 
Application : being an Examination and Explanation from a Legal 
Point of View of the Land Clauses of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 
1910 (10 Ed. 7,¢.8) By T. B. Naprer, LL.D., Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited), 


Laws of England.--The Laws of England : being a Complete 
Statement of the Whole Law of England. By the Right Hon. the 
Earl of Hatspury, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain 1885-86, 
1886-92, and 1895-1905, and other Lawyers. Vol. XII. : Education, 
Elections, Electrie Lighting and Power. Butterworth & Co. 

Motor-cars.—The Law Relating to Motor-cars. By Ropert 
P. Mauarry, B.A., and GeraLtp Dopsoy, B.A., LL.B., Barristers-at- 
Law. Butterworth & Co. 


Real Property.—An Analysis of Williams on the Law of Real 
Property, for the Use of Students. By A. M. Witsnere LL.B., 
Barrister-at-Law. Second Edition. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


Rule of Road at Sea.—The Law Relating to the Rule of the 
Road at Sea, with Diagrams and Appendix containing Extracts from 
the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894 ; the Admiralty Court Act, 1861, 
etc. By Davip Wricur Situ, M.A., B.L., Solicitor, Member of 
the Faculty of Procurators in Glasgow. Glasgow : James Brown & 
Son. 





Correspondence. 


Some Points of Practice. 
To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. | 


Sir,—Can you, or your correspondents, throw any light upon the 
following important points of practice + 

1. In the case of a trust for conversion in a will as to real estate, 
and a sale thereof under such trust, is the purchaser concerned to 
see to the payment of the estate duty in respect of the death of the 
testator, or, as in the case of succession duty, is the liability trans- 
ferred to the purchase-money! Section 8 of the Finance Act, 1894, 
provides that “the existing law and practice relating to any of the 
duties now leviable on or with reference to death shall, subject to 
the provisions of this Act and so far as the same are applicable, apply 
for the purposes of the collection, recovery ,and repayment of estate 
duty.” Somerset House, as we know, does not admit the application. 
Is there any reason why the same principle should not apply in each 
case f : F J 

2, Isa purchaser entitled to require the vendor to furnish him 
with a certificate under section LI. (1) of the Finance Act, 1894, of 
| payment of estate duty, or is it sufficient to produce to him the 
receipt for the payment of the duty ? ; : 

3. Section 8 (4) of the Finance Act, 1894, provides that “ Where 
property passes on the death of the deceased, and his executor is not 
accountable for the estate duty in respect of such property, every per- 
son to whom any property so passes for any beneficial interest... 
and every person in whom the same is vested by alienation... . 
shall be accountable for the estate duty.” But under the Land 
! Transfer Act of 1897, real estate vests in the personal representative. 
Is he not therefore “ accountable” so as to negative section 8 (4) as 
''to the liability of an alienee? And if the personal representative 
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ville as such, is the purchaser concerned to see to the paym« 
estate duty ? 

4. Having regard to section 8 of the Finance Act, 18! 
referred to, is not a payment of « tate ate ie real esta 
the year of the death, subject to discoun ( 


[See observations under head of “ Current Topics. Ep. 


The Finance Act, 1910, s. 71 (2). 
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y 77 BURY ». FAMATINA DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION (LIM) 
we] lith and 15th March; 14th June. 

| CompANy—Income Bonp—Construction—Bonus PAYABLE ov1 
Prorits—No Prorits Earnep—Issue or Patp-up SHARE 
EXCHANGE FoR Bonus—Dtivinenps out or CapitaL—Issve or SuHat 


i4. above 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and We rter. | } Av A Discount—Want or ConsipERATION—ULTRA ViRI 
aa Held. that a nroposed cheme fo aisin 1 tional canital. invol 
Sir,—In your comment (anfe, p. 593) on my letter, which you | ,,7“{ wh Sin, 2 t Seeuay ermnennet ony 
kindly i 1 | ] r 2 . 1° the issue of share without paymeyt, was ultra vires 
4 serte t ek. } snoceste 9 onstri ) f > aly ’ . . 7c , 
<Indly inserted la ‘, you sugg da construction of the abovi Der n of the Court of Appeal (1909, 1 Ch. 754 affirn ed. 


section which might justify the refusal of the Board « 
Revenue to entertain the claim which I made for the ren 
income tax upon the dividends on Colonial Securities paid 

to the trustees of a marriage settlement, on the ground 
person entitled to 


rhe exemption from income tax is given DY the section where “ the that in October. 1904. the 


person owning the securities and entitled to the interest or « 
is not resident in the United Kingdom,” and your suggestic 
a be neficial tenant for = though entitled to the incom 


‘own ” the securities, id doe not therefore come within thx 
which requires oe ownership of tl ecurities and titl 


income as the ground ot re lie I. 


I must admit that on first readir con 


occurred to me as a pr sible one But, as you rightly observe, tl 


Inland Revenue Authorities have not put forward this 
as their ground for r latina my claim ; and it seems to me 
I 
income tax, and an equitable owner is as much within the s 
legal one. 
Moreover, may it not said that an equitable tenant for 
part an “owner ” of the securities from which the income is 


object of the section is to relieve the person who is liable to pas Slst of December. 1906. 


proceeds of sale, would (tL not the tenant for life be entitled t 
the High Court to prevent this breach of trust by injunction 
wise? Is there not thus a sufficient “ ownership ” tos itisfy t 
of the section 

These considerations occur to me, and I submit them to y 
ment. The section in question, like many others in the 


lf the trustees were proposing to sell the stocks and appropriate the 


June 19, 


the dividends as tenant for life is resident 


, does not | that 


f Inland 
ission of 
Le ndon 
that the +} 4 
t abroad. Lord Macnacuten, who delivered the judgment of the Hous 
ompany being in want of money fo 
lividends | purpose of its undertaking, borrowed £50,000 by the issue of a 
yn is that | of , ( +] 


Appeal by from an order of the Court of Appeal, wl 
reversed a decision of Parker, J., on a motion to test the vali Ait} 
proposed issue of furthen pital. The facts suffi iently appear 
1e judgment 


the ¢ ompany 





bonds of £10 each. These bonds were i: 
ompany would, when and so far as there were net ] 
older the principal money « 
as bonus. These payments were to be paid a 
| inst nts of £5 per annum, extending over 
+] but the registered holder foi the time being ot any 


ction 





to the registered 


ection, | : 
to the | with 


sibli 





a ries was to have the option of converting the principal money the 
nto a first mortgage debenture of the company for £100 without | 


to the bonus. One of the conditions endorsed 





iC 


struction 








that the | each bond was to the effect that the company might at any time after t 
e notice in writing to the registered | 
pirit as a f its intention to pay off the bond, and that, upon the expiration of 
from such notice being given, the principal mo 
life is in ind the bonus thereby secured, oRriy become } 
derived ? | ¢ the bonds of the 1904 series were converted into firs 





he company paid nothing in res] 
A the bonds. In November, 1908, it desired to inc 
its capital. It was found that the existence of the charge of £125 
he words | Ou, future profits in respect of the bonus attached to the bonds of tl 
1904 series created a great difficulty in the way of raising furth: 
; pital, and so with the consent of all parties it was arranged th 
ur JUdZ- | 300,000 new shares of £1 each should be issued, and that the bon 





spect or t 
apply to 
or othe 


+ ] oc . . " 
el , 1s full of | of £25 in respect of each bond should be satisfied or extinguished | 
difficulty. A Former Law Reporter. | the 


of twenty new shares of £1 each, considered as ‘fully pai 





| leav balance of the pre yposed new issue available to provid 
| fu ital. It was suggested that the proposed arrangement wou 

Pe 7 ~ | | ives, and the present proceedings were instituted 

[To the kidit 0 the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly hep rte r.] | have that point decided. Parke J., held that the scheme 
Sir,—It seems to me, on reading the letter of “A Former Law | th wy vires, tub. Bis decision i rece by poe Son 

: s : ; > : : of Appeal, and an injunction was by consent granted. In 
Reporter in your iast Issue and the ub ve Se tion of the ; Act, that Lord “M venaghten’ opinion the proposed transaction was ult 

the Inland Revenue authorities arrived at the only possible inter- | \. :, and the directors, if they were to carry it 


pretation of the sam 

The section is meant to relieve one ¢] of person only 
most clearly d: fined, \ Those resident out of the 
Kingdom who own the securities amd who are gg to t 
dends.” Note the word and. The section, therefore, does n 
to “A Former Law Reporter” or his cestuz que t 
does not apply to the case of trustees resident abroad and a 
ary resident in England, and was never meant to. Had the 
ture intended either ca e to apply it seems to me that the con 
would have been “ or,” not “and. aN Former Law Reporter 
sees nothing to limit the words 
title ; on the other hand, is there anything in the section w 
their extension to a beneficial title only? If one word 
imported, why not the other? The section would then r 
person owning the secu 1 being ‘legally and bene 
entitled.” 

It seems to me that the authorities in their letter hav 
interpreted the sub-section as it stands. I cannot see that 
based their decision on the ground that the trustees are 
entitled” as og 

June 20. W. 








With regard to the letter on section 74 of the Finan 


1910, in our issue of the 4th inst. (ante, p. 561), and our note 
we learn that the deed referred to has been adjudicated, 
stamp fixed at 10s., as we anticipated 


ad i ones the 


‘entitled to the dividends ” toa legal 
irranting th msideration for tl 


A Forme: Law Report r” appears to suggest. 


: guilty of a breach of trust, which would involve perso1 
who are¢ liability m their part, They would be issulng shares with 
United | payment either in money or in money’s worth. = harge was a chai 
he divi m net profits only; that is to say, it was a charge on money which t 
ot apply mpany earned, but which by the declaration of a general meeting 
ommendation otf the directors was or would be, but fo 
t shareholders as individuals, at 
The company as a corporation wou 








benefici harge upon it, the property of 


not the property of the company 
Legisla teenage sa we tog 


‘unction be receiving nothing erates in return for the extinction of the harg 
‘ vor would the position of the company’s creditors be improved in a1 
says h respect. If the directors were to make a return, as they were bour 
do under the Act of 1908, they would have to state sang itly th 


) of the shares was the re se or reli 
upon money which did not belong to the compat 

ad “the | as a corporation, but to the shareholders as individuals and the incw 
sficially’ | brancers to whom it was hypothecated. He was therefore of opini 
that the judgment of the Court of Appeal was right, and should b 

simply firmed ; 

hey have | In this judgment Lord Loresurn, C., Lord AsHsBourne, Lo 
; CoLtins, and Lord SHaw concurred. The parties having agreed as 
| costs, the House made no order.—CounseL, Romer, K.C., and Wa 
Cold age, for the appellants ; Martelli, kom and Whitmore Richard 

H. for respondents. Soticitors, Allen, Edwards, & Oldfield; Cox 
Lafon 


nee Act [Reported by Erskine Reip, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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legally 





thereon, > 


and the . °° ee 
~| High Court—Chancery Division. 


LONDON AND NORTH-WESTERN RAILWAY CO. ». HOWLEY PARK 
COAL AND CANNEL CO. Eve, J. 13th June. 





We Suppose we must depart from ow lai practice ot noring ti ‘ 
icati : ae hand | Ramsway—Suprport—LateraL Support FROM MINERALS MORE THA! 
publication of the possessions and testament y dispositions of deceased ws = athe A piled act = a Pei ities = 7 ay ea “ aes ' 
persons so far as to state that, according to the Times, probate was Forty Yarps From RaiLway—Common Law Ricur 1o Support 


granted on the 15th inst. of the will of Sir John Hollams. hea 





firm of Hollams, Sons, Coward, & be vksley, solicitors, and 
eross estate has been rn at £601. and estate duty of £73 
been paid. 





d of the | Ramway Cuiavses Act, 1845, ss. 78-85. 
that the | A railway company enjoy no common law right ; support fron 
2,164 has | minerals lying behind the pre scribed distance of forty yards from 
| ‘ { 
railway. 
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This action, which was described by counsel as of enormous import- 
ance to railway companies, was to restrain the defendants (inter alia) 
from working minerals in such a manner as to withdraw lateral support 
from one of the plaintiffs’ tunnels outside a distance of forty yards 
from the tunnel. The facts and arguments sufficiently appear in the 
judgment. 

Eve, J.—The question is the extent, if any, to which the plaintiffs 
are entitled without making any further payment to have the tunnel 
supported by minerals of which the defendants are lessees. The 
on intiffs contend that even if sections 78 to 85 of the Railway Clauses 

1845, do apply, their application is limited to the area in respect 
of f whic h a right to prevent working by paying compensation is sub- 
stituted for the right of support—in this case forty yards on each side 
of the railway—and that they ought not so to be construed as to leave 
the railway company without any right of support from minerals out- 
side the prescribed area, and at the same time without any statutory 
right to ht vent the working of such minerals by the payment of com- 
pensation. In other words, the argument on the part of the plaintiffs 
proceeds upon the footing that, according to the true construction of 
the sections referred to, the area over which no right of support is 
implied is limited to and co-extensive with the area in which working 
may be prevented by the payment of compensation, and that outside 
that area the right of support remains wholly unaffected by the statute 
By leases dated in 1901 and 1903 the successors of Lord Cardigan 
demised to the defendants (inter alia) a seam of coal, known as the 
Beeston Bed, underlying the tunnel and adjacenc lands at a depth of 
772ft. below the surface. The defendants have given notice of their 
intention to work this seam in the vicinity of the tunnel, and it has 
been proved that so deep a seam cannot be worked without affecting the 
surface and thereby causing serious risk to the railway and works 
within an area the limits of which extend on each side of the railway 
some yards beyond the prescribed distance of forty yards. Are the 
plaintiffs entitled to an injunction to restrain the withdrawal of support 
by the working of the minerals in those parts of the area which lie 
outside the prescribed distance? I have already summarized the argu- 
ments by which the claim to this injunction is supported. They rest 
upon the proposition that the operation of the Mining Code is limited 
under sections 77 and 78 to the minerals lying under the railway and 
within the prescribed distance, that outside these limits the respective 
rights of landowner and company are unaffected by the statute, and, 
accordingly, that the company enjoys the right to have the surface of 
the land “purchased by them supported by the adjacent minerals of the 
vendor. It is urged that authority for this proposition is to be found 
in the decision . the ge of Appeal in the case of the Manchester 
Corporation v. New Moss Colliery (1906, 2 Ch. 564), and more par- 
ticularly in the judgment of the present Master of the Rolls, which 
was adopted in its entirety by Lord Justice Romer in the Appeal Court 
and by three of the learned lords ‘when the appeal to the House of 
Lords was disposed of. The question to be determined in that case 
was whether the owners of the minerals under lands compulsorily pur- 
chased by the Corporation of Manchester for the purposes of water 
works, and who, in the circumstances, it was admitted, could work 
such minerals without any obligation ‘to support the surface of the 
lands so purchased, were also entitled so to work the minerals as to 
withdraw from other lands and minerals purchased by the corporation 
from one Taylor voluntarily and not under the compulsory powers the 
lateral support which Taylor’s lands and minerals had enjoyed prior 
to the sale thereof to the corporation. In other words, did the corpora- 
tion when purchasing Taylor’s land and minerals acquire Taylor’s 
right of eupport from adjacent land and minerals, or was 
such right taken away by the Mining Code established by 
sections 18 to 27 of the Waterworks Clauses Act, sections corre- 
sponding to the sections of the Railways Clauses Act which I have to 
consider in this case? It was proved that working the minerals both 
— and beyond the prescribed limits had resulted in damage to 
Taylor’s land, and the corporation brought the action for an injunction 
to restrain the mine owners from working so as to cause any further 
damage. Farwell, J., came to the conclusion that the rights of the 
corporation in regard to the land compulsorily purchased and to Taylor’s 
land were alike defined and limited by the Waterworks Clauses Act, 
that the Act had taken away from Taylor’s land on its acquisition by 
the corporation its common law right to support from adjacent land, 
and he accordingly refused to grant any injunction. On appeal the 
Court of Appeal took the view that the Mining Code of the Waterworks 
Clauses Act had no application to Taylor’s land and that the corpora- 
tion were entitled to enforce in respect of that land all the rights which 
Taylor enjoyed immediately before he sold it to them. The decision of 
the C Court of Appeal was affirmed by the House of Lords (1908 App. 
‘as. 117), and the judgment’ and reasoning of the Master of the Rolls 
were adopted in terms by three members ‘of the House. In this posi- 
tion of affairs if this were the only authority dealing with the respec- 
tive rights of landowner and undertakers in relation to support from 
minerals outside the prescribed area, I should feel myself bound to 
hold that such rights must be ascertained by the application of the 
common law, and not by reference to the Statutory Code, notwithstand- 
ing that the case in which the dicta leading to “that result are to be 
found was a case to which it was held that the Statutory Code had no 
application and the cases decided thereunder no relevancy. But in 
truth the very point which I am considering seems to me to be con- 
cluded by a decision of the House of Lords in a case arising under the 
ae Clauses Act. In the Great Western Railway v. Bennett 

R. 2 H. L. 27) the House of Lords was called upon to determine 

the préper basis upon which the compensation claimed by the mine- 


owner, Bennett, ought to be assessed. His claim fell under two heads ; 
under the first he claimed compensation in respect of mines for which 
the railway company had served him he notice of their willingness 
to treat; these mines lay under the land coloured pink in the “plan 
referred to in the report. Under his second head of claim he claimed 
compensation for other mines and minerals lying under other land— 
coloured blue on the plan—which he could by severance be prevented 
from working. It appears from the case and appe ndix though not 
from the report of the case in the Law Reports—vhat the blue land 
included land outside the statutory prescribed limit. In respect of the 
minerals under the blue land the arbitrator had made an alternative 
award by which he determined that if Bennett would have been entitled 
to work out the whole of the mines and minerals thereunder the amount 
payable to him by way of compensation was £1,042 7s. 2d., but that 
if he was bound to leave, reasonable support then the amount of com- 
pensation was £140 16s. 7d. It does not appear from the report that 
any attempt was made in the arguments to distinguish between Bennett's 
right to work minerals inside and outside the prescribed area, but in 
holding that he was entitled to the larger sum in respect vf the minerals 
under the blue land the House did, as it seems to me, decide in terms 
that the railway company could not rely on the principles of the earlier 
decisions, Caledonian Railway Co. v. ee (2 Macq. 449) and Hiliott 
v. North-Eastern Railway Co. (10 H. C. 333), and were not entitled 
to support from any of such minerals. In suostance the decision was 
that the mine owner was entitled to work out the whole of the minerals 
under the blue land, that being the assumpiion on which alone the 
larger sum had been awarded to him. I do not think that I can 
respectfully assume that in arriving at U.at conclusion the Lord Chan 
cellor and the other learned lords failed to appreciate that the blue 
land lay in part outside what has been appropriately called the statutory 
belt. I think I am bound to have regard to all that the lecision 
involves, and to hold that in the circumstances of this case, as in 
Bennett's case, the vailway company enjoys no common law right of 
support from minerals vested in the defendants lying beyond the pre- 
scribed distance, and accordingly are not entitled to an injunction 
restraining the defendants from working the same. The action there- 
fore fails on each point, and I must dismiss it with costs.—CouNnseL, 
ir R. Finlay, K.C., Page, K.C.. MacSwinney and Tweedale; Sir A. 
Cripps, K.C., P. O. Lawrence, K.C., John Dixon, and Ashworth James 
Soticitors, C. de J. Andrewes; Rawle, Johnstone, & Co., for Mason, 
Fernandes, & Greaves, Wakefield. 
[Reported by 8. E. Wrtttams, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High CGourt—King’s Bench 
Division. 
REX ». PRIDGEON. Bray, J. 


Executron—Practice—Writr or Extent—Terms or AFFipavrte 
ReQuiReD. 


20th June. 


1 writ of extent was granted on an afiiduvit, in which it was sworn 
‘From inquiries I have made, I have ascertained and believe that the 
debt due to his Majesty from the said Emily Pridge on’ (the alleged 
debtor) ** as aforesaid will be lost unless some more speedy course than 
the ordinary method of proceeding be forthwith had and taken to 
recover the same on behalf of his Majesty.” There was no statement 
in the affidavit that the alle qed debtor was insolvent, and no statement 
of facts to shew that she was insolvent. 

The writ of extent was set aside on the ground that the affidavit had 
not sufficiently sheusn that the debt was in danger. 


On the 14th of June a rule nisi was obtained directed to the 
Attorney-General calling upon him to shew cause why a writ of extent 
issued against one Emily Pridgeon should not be set aside and the 
goods, chattels, and effects of Emily Pridgeon then seized by and in 
the custody of the sheriff should not be discharged out of such custody. 
The rule was obtained on the ground that the affidavit upon which the 
writ of extent was obtained did not state the fact of the insolvency of 
the debtor, did not state such fact with sufficient particularity, “and 
also did not state any other cause of urgency. The affidavit upon which 
the writ of extent was issued was made by Colonel Welch in the follow- 
ing terms :—(1) ‘‘ I am assistant director of military transport at Wool- 
wich Arsenal.’’ (2) ‘‘ M— Emily Pridgeon, of 4, Victoria-road, Ted- 
dington, in the county of Middlesex, is justly and truly indebted to 
his “Majesty in the sum of £150.’ (3) ‘‘ The said sum of £150, being 
moneys of his Majesty, forms part of a sum of £300 given, on or about 
the 14th day of April, 1910, in banknotes of £100 each, to the said 
Emily Pridgeon, without consideration by the late Captain and Quarte: 
master Charles Lillywhite Field, Army Service Corps, the executive 
transport officer in my office and under my orders. The said Charles 
Lillywhite Field had no authority to pay the said sum or any part 
thereof to the éaid Emily Pridgeon.”’ (4) ‘“ From inquiries I have 
made, I have ascertained and believe that the debt due to his Majesty 
from the said Emily Pridgeon as aforesaid will be ‘lost unless_ some 
more speedy course than the ordinary method of proceeding be forth- 
with had and taken to recover the same on behalf of his Majesty.’ 
In the course of the argument, counsel for the Crown admitted that 
the affidavit was not sufficiently specific, but safd that he was now 
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furnished with one that was more than sufficient in shewing danger 
to the debt. He offered to pay the applicant’s costs of the motion if 
the writ were allowed to stand. Counsel for the applicant refused 
these terms. West on Extents (1817) was referred to at pp. 52, 53, 
and 180, Rer v. Rippon (1816, 2 Price 398), and Rex v. Jans 
Bunbury 300). 


Bray, J.—This is an unusual application. The Crown has issued a 
writ of extent, which can be done ex parte on affidavit. The affidavit 
sworn in this case set out, as it was bound to do, the nature and origin 
of the debt. In par. 4 of the affidavit Colonel Welch says: [The 
learned judge read the paragraph.] Now the ground upon which I am 
asked to discharge this writ is that this affidavit was not sufficiently 
specific, and that it ought to have alleged facts to shew that the debt 


(1731, 


was in danger. And there is authority to support that proposition in 
West on Extents, which is, as far as 1 know, the only authority. On 
p. 180 are these words: ‘‘ Thus if the affidavit be defective in the 
statement of the defendant’s insolvency. the defendant may move to 
set it aside; and it is the more necessary that this statement should be 
complete, as the defendant has no means of contradicting or explaining 


the fact which is alleged as the proof of insolvency, 
refused to grant a rule t iuse on counter affidavits as to that 
point. . . .’’ And the case cited in support of this is Rex v. Scott, 
usslyne? of Rippon (1816 see West on Extents, at p. 53), and there 
are a number of other cases mentioned, which have been called to ow 
attention. And I think that this case does establish that what is stated 


the court having 
0 shew 


in West on Extents is the law. It is necessary to set out in the affi- 
davit some facts; it is not sufficient to merely state the fact of in- 
solvency. But in this affidavit not even the fact of insolvency has 


been alleged. In my opinion, therefore, this affidavit was insufficient 
and the proceedings were irregular. It has been said that I ought 


not to set the writ aside, because it is alle ced that the Crown are now 
ready with an affidavit which is sufficient ; but, in my opinion, I ought 
not to do that, and anv such course would be unjust. To prevent pos- 
sible injusth e Ll feel bound to grant this application to set aside this 
writ of extent. and [ suppose I must do so with costs COUNSEL, for 


the applicant, W. S. J/. Anight; for the Crown, S. A. 7. 
G. M. Robertson. Sotrcrrors, 


Reported by C. G. Moray, Barrister-at-Law 


Powlatt and 
Alexander Ross: The Treasury Solicitor. 


Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re B&B. W. STEAD (A SOLICITOR). C.A. No. 2. 


Practice—Costs—Taxation—Non - Contentious BUSINESS DIsTRICT 
RecistRaR—Proper Orricer—Souicirors Act, 1843 (6 & 7 Vict. 
c. 73), s. 37—R. S. C. XXXV. 4, 64; LXI. 1s; LXV. 26a. 

A district reqistrur is nota proper officer of the «¢ urt fo 
contentious business can be 


8th June. 


whom nOnM- 
referred for taxation. 
anes , en 

This was an appeal from a decision of Walton, J. BR. W. Stead. ¢ 
solicitor, was under his wife’s will one of her executors and t 


trustees, 
and was entitled to be paid professional charges for work done fot 


her estate. He did a considerable amount of non-conte ntious work for 
the estate. Stead having died in 1907, his executors delivered to the 
surviving trustee of his wife’s will a bill of costs for the work thus 


done, and applied by originating summons in the Manchester District 
Registry for an order referring the bill to the district registrar to be 
taxed. The surviving trustee asked that the taxation should take 
place in London. The question was referred to Walton, J.. 
bers, who dismissed the summons for taxation by the District 


in Ciham- 
¥ I tegistrar. 
R. W. Stead’s executors appealed 


THe Covurr (Cozens-Harpy, M.R ind 
L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R. This is an ippeal from an order of Walton, 
J-, refusing to direct the taxation before the Manchester district 
registrar of a bill of costs for non-contentious business. The question, 
which is one of considerable difficulty, depends on the true meaning 
and effect of certain rules of court. The jurisdiction to tax a bill of 
costs for non-contentious business is created by section 37 of the 
Solicitors Act, 1843. Under that section, this bill, at the time when 
the Act was passed, and fox many years afterwards, could only have 
been taxed by means of a petition at the rolls, and the only proper 
taxing master was a taxing master of the Chancery Division. In the 
Chancery Division there were two well-known orders for the taxation 
of bills of costs of a non-contentious kind such as this 


FARWELL and KeEennevy, 








There was an 
order of course which was obtained ex parte upon an application to 
the secretary of the Master of the Rolls; and there was a special ordei 
which could only be got on notice to the other side. The matter was 
brought before the Master of the Rolls himself, and if there were any 
special circumstances which rendered an order of course improper it 
was discharged, but in ninety-nine cases out of a hundred the orde1 
of course was obtained. Then came the Judicature Act. and there 


was some discussion whether the effect of the Judicature Act. section 16. 
was to vest in the judges of the High Court the jurisdiction which 
originally had been confined to the Master of the Rolls. and the majority 
of the Court of Appeal held (Re Pollard, 20 Q. B. D. 656) that the 
jurisdiction was conferred on any other judge of the High Court, but 
Then 
jurisdiction in 


that the application must ‘be made in the Chancerv Division. 
came ord. 65, r. 264, which in plain terms gives 





this matter to any judge of any division. I therefore feel no doubt 
that Walton, J., had jurisdiction to make an order for taxation of this 
bill of costs, and I think, further, that he had jurisdiction to make it 
on an originating summons, and on an originating summons issued in 
the Manchester District Registry. But that does not really touch the 
question which arises under section 37 of the Solicitors Act. The bill 
under that section is to be taxed by the proper officer of the court fo, 
the purpose, and, in my opinion, this appeal involves only this question : 
Is the district registrar of Manchester the proper officer of the court 
to tax a bill for non-contentious business? I have come to the con. 
clusion that he is not. I would first refer to ord. 61, r. 1B, which 
shews that the Chancery taxing-masters and all persons appointed 
taxing masters of the Supreme Court are expressly empowered to tax 
and settle all costs. His lordship read the order and continued : 
These words seem to me strictly apt to the case of non-contentious 
costs, which were originally directed to be taxed by a master of the 
Court of Chancery. What, then, is the position of the district registray 
of Manchester? By ord. 35, r. 6a, the district registrar is made the 
taxing officer in Chancery matters proceeding in the registry, whethe; 
interlocutory or final, but when you come to a King’s Bench action in 
the Manchester registry I can find no authority to tax except such 
as is contained in rule 4 of the same order, and that is only when a 
final judgment is given. When I find in rules these things expressed 
that you can tax in the King’s Bench Division, but only on a final 
judgment, while in a Chancery matter you can tax on an interlocutory o1 
final proceeding, but there is no express direction to make the registrar 
the proper officer in non-contentious business, [ cannot think that the 
registrar is the officer to whom Walton, J., can direct this taxation on 
the footing that he is the officer of the court for such a purpose. The 
proper place where these costs can be taxed is the taxing office of the 
Supreme Court. For these reasons I think this appeal should be 
dismissed. 


FARWELL and Kennepy, L.JJ., also delivered judgments dismissing 
the appeal.—CounseL, Lush, K.C., and Hewart ; Hemmerde, K.C., and 
Mossop. Soricirors, (. P. Fielder, Le Riche, & Co., for A. J. Stead, 
Manchester; 7. WM. Jeboult. 


[Reported by J. I. Stirtine, Barrister-at-Law.] 


| LITTLE +. SPREADBURY. Div. Court. 15th and 16th June. 


SOLICITORS—AUTHORITY TO CoMPROMISE—CONDUCT or Crient INDUCING 
SOLIcITOR TO Betieve He AssENTED TO TERMS oF CoMPROMISE—NOI 
In Fact ASSENTING OR UNDERSTANDING THE TERMS SETTLED. 

Tf a client by his conduct induces his solicitor to believe that he has 
authority to make a certain compromise, and he, reasonably relying on 
that contract, and believing he has such authority, does make a com- 
promise, the client is bound whether he intended to give that authority 
or not, and whether he in fact understood or did not understand th 
| terms of the contract. 


This was an appeal from a decision of his Honour Judge Gye, sitting 
at the Winchester County Court. It appeared that in July, 1906, the 
plaintiff bought a brown Pomeranian bitch, three months old, for four 
guineas. She placed it in the defendant’s charge on the terms that 
she was to pay the defendant 1s. a week for expenses, and the defendant 
was to have one-half of the profits on puppies. The dog was registered 
at the Kennel Club in the names of both plaintiff and defendant 
Early in 1909 the plaintiff took the bitch away from the defendant, 
saying she would keep it until she had bred a sufficient number of 
puppies to recoup her her expenses, and then she would give it to the 
| defendant. The plaintiff placed the dog in the care of a Miss Y. On 
the 16th of December, 1909, the defendant took the bitch aw ay out of 
the custody of Miss Y. The plaintiff took proceedings in the county 
court against the defendant for the recovery of the bitch. The case, 
however, was settled at the court by the solicitors for the plaintiff and 
the defendant. The following terms of settlement were pencilled at 
the time: ‘‘ The dog Queenie, registered as Firefly, to be at once 
handed over to the plaintiff, who is to retain the same until she has 
bred and sold sufficient puppies to repay her the £15 which she has 
already expended, and also the cost of keep, stud fees, trifling expenses, 
and veterinary fees to be incurred by her as from this date, and lhe 
costs of this action, which are agreed at six guineas and one guinea 
court fees, the dog then to be handed to the defendant as her absolute 
property.”’ This agreement was not read by the defendant, but 

} was read over to her by her solicitor’s son in her solicitor’s presence. 
This agreement was subsequently type-written and sent to the defendant, 
who refused to be bound by it, stating that she understood the bitch 
was to become her property after two years whether the bitch did or did 
not have puppies, and she accordingly refused to deliver up the dog 
to the plaintiff. The plaintiff then brought a second action against 
the defendant, claiming damages for the breach of the agreement of 
settlement. The county court judge accepted the evidence of th 
defendant’s solicitor and his son that the pencilled agreement was read 
over to the defendant, and that she appeared to assent to it. But he 
found that she did not understand the terms of the settlement, and 
did not mean to assent to the terms actually settled. On these findings 
the county court judge gave judgment for the defendant. From this 
decision the plaintiff appealed. 





Bray, J.— In this case the plaintiff sought to recover the possession 
of a dog, or damages for its detention, and she put her case in three 
alternative ways. In the course of the argument the only alternative 
that has been argued is the right under this contract. The plaintiff 
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contends that there was a binding contract between her and the 
defendant in the terms of a document signed by their respective 
solicitors. The answer of the defendant to this 1s: ‘‘ My solicitor 
signed that without authority.’’ I want, before I deal fenttinn with 
the matter, to get out of the way ” case in the House of Lords of 

Neale v. Gordon Lennox (1902, A. 465). In my opinion that case 
has no real bearing upon the point “that we have to decide. [After 
quoting the judgment of Lord Halsbury in that case, the learned judge 
continued :] It seems to me quite clear that the Lord Chancellor was 
deciding that case upon the ground that the party was coming to the 
court to ask it to enforce, by an order of the court, a certain thing 
being done, and he excepts the case of a contract altogether. That is, 
in my opinion, why he gives the go-by to a great number of cases 
which had been cited before them. In my opinion that case is quite 
distinguishable. We have here only to consider the question which 
ordinarily arises upon any contract that is signed by an agent, namely, 
whether that agent had authority. I think “the cases shew this quite 
dearly—that, apart from a special prohibition, a solicitor has power to 
make a compromise of the subject mattér of the contract; but, of 
course, he has no euch power to deal with collateral matters. Looking 
for a moment at this contract, it has not been contended that this 
deals with collateral matters. The dispute between the parties was as 
to who was to have possession of this dog, and the parties very sensibly 
said : ‘‘ Instead of cutting the dog into two, one party shall have pos- 
session of it for a certain time and the other party shall have possession 
afterwards, and, meanwhile, the dog shall be insured, and the person 
who does not first have it shall have inspection of it from time to time.”’ 
Those seem to me to be matters which a solicitor was competent to 
make a compromise about, unless he had an express prohibition from 
his client not to enter into such compromise. It has been argued that 
it matters not if there was such express prohibition or not if the other 
side was unaware of that prohibition. It seems to me unnecessary to 
decide that point. I will therefore assume for this purpose that if 
there was an express prohibition on the part of the client to enter into 
the contract she would not be bound. I do not decide that point; I 
assume it for the purpose of this case. Now, we have got to see whai 
facts with reference to this compromise the county court judge found, 
because we are bound by his findings of fact. The facts upon this 
point were very simple. [After stating the note of evidence of the 
county court judge, the learned judge continued :] Of course the judge 

had to decide under those circumstances what were the facts, and 
this is what he says: ‘“‘ The defendant herself states that she did not 
understand all as put in that agreement, and that she intended to have 
the dog returned to her in two years’ time in any event, subject to the 
terms in the first part of the agreement. Anyhow, it is 
sufficient to say that I can trust the evidence given by 
Mr. L—, her solicitor, and by Mr. L. junior upon 
the point that the defendant seemed to consent; but that 
the defendant did not so understand ‘it, and did not intend to give her 
consent to that form is quite clear.’’ Therefore it seems to me to come to 
thie, that when these terms were read over to her by the son she seemed 
to assent; in other words, she accepted what Mr. L—— and his son said 
upon that point, but that nevertheless she did not in fact understand 
it, and she did not mean to aoa it. Now, what _ the position in 
law? It is said that before that, she had told Mr. L to agree to 
certain terms, and that that implies a prohibition against compromising 
upon any other terms. Ic is not quite clear from the county court 
judge’s finding as to whether he accepts the view that the solicitor was 
told that in terms. I will assume that he was told in the firet place by 
the defendant : ‘‘ These are the terms that I will accept ’’; but, as 
often happens, the other side were not willing to accept those terme. 
I will assume all this in the defendant’s favour, and that the other 
side asked for some modification of them, and that the pencil 
memorandum that was drawn up was a modification of them. That is 
read to her. She seems to consent to that. In my opinion that binds 
her and gave authority to the solicitor to enter into that contract. It 
seems to me that if a client by his conduct induces his solicitor to 
believe that he has authority to make a certain compromise, and he, 
reasonably relying on that contract and believing he has such authority, 
does make a compromise, the client is bound whether he intended to 
give that authority or not, and whether he in fact understood or did 
not understand the terms of the contract. It is the common law prin- 
ciple that a person is bound by his acts. You cannot go into what his 
intentions were. He is bound by his acts, and if he leads his solicitor 
to believe that) he assents to those terms, that is in law an assent to 
him to make those terms. It seems to me unnecessary to decide any- 
thing further. In my opinion Mr. L—— had authority to enter into 
the agreement when he did so. There « was no withdrawal of authority 
before that agreement was signed or before the order was made that 
the action should be stayed. How soon afterwards there was a with- 
drawal matters not. That agreement was signed while the solicitor 
was under the belief that he had authority to do so. In my opinion 
she was bound by that. Therefore it is our duty to say that the 
county court judge should hold as a matter of law upon his findings, 
that she was bound by the contract, and inasmuch as she has broken 
the contract he must try the question of damages, and he must try 
the question as he thinks right and in what way he thinks right, what 
damages the plaintiff is entitled to recover. 

CoLerincE, J., gave judgment to the same effect.—Counsex, for the 
appellant, Francke ; for the respondent, Dickens, K.C., and Mallinson. 
Sonicrrors, Church, Adams, d: Prior, for Percy W. Snelling, Win- 
chester: Nonweiler d: Romain. 

[Reported by C. G. Moran, Barrister-at-Law.] 














Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 

HARRISON v. HARRISON. 

Divorce—WIFE’s 


20th June. 


PETITION—SEPARATION DeED—INSINCERITY OF 
RESPONDENT—DESERTION. 


Evans, P. 


Where the court was satisfied that a respondent had mala fide per- 
suaded his wife to agree toa temporary deed of separation for siz 
months, and was now living abroad in adultery, a decree of divorce 
was granted to the wife, notwithstanding that the commencement of 
the desertion was calculated prior to the date on which the separation 
should have come to an end. 

Undefended suit for divorce. The petitioner, Gertrude Helen 
Harrison, asked for a dissolution of her marriage on the ground of 
the desertion and adultery of the respondent, William Francis Light- 
foot Harrison. The parties were married in 1892, and there was issue 
of the marriage two children. The petitioner and her husband lived 
happily together until differences arose in 1907. In the month of 
July of that year the petitioner was persuaded by the respondent to 
enter into a temporary sae of separation for a period of six months. 
Counsel for the petitioner contended that the subsequent conduct of the 
respondent made it clear that the separation on the part of the respon- 
dent was not bond fide, for very shortly after:the execution of the deed 
he left his wife and children. The ay agg wrote two letters to the 
respondent requesting him to return to her, but no answer was received 
to either. Subsequently it was learned that the respondent and a 
Miss Beaman, a servant, sailed for New Zealand on the 12th of July, 
1907, where the couple were now living as man and wife. On the 14th 
of July, 1908, the petitioner filed a petition for a judicial separation 
on the ground of the respondent’s adultery, and on the 2ist of Sep- 
tember, 1909, filed a supplemental petition for divorce on the ground 
of adultery and desertion. Counsel on the point concerning the period 
of desertion cited and distinguished the cases of Wood v. Wood (13 
P. D. 22) and Kay v. Kay (1904, P. 382). 

Evans, P., pronounced a decree nisi with costs, and made an order 
that the petitioner should have the custody of the two children.- 
Counsen, Priestley, K.C., and Micklethwait. Soricrrors, Cheste/ 

> Co. 
ai [Reported by Dresy Corrs-Preepy, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Societies. 


Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 
ANNIVERSARY FESTIVAL. 


The fiftieth anniversary festival of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Asso- 
ciation was held at the Hétel Métropole on Thursday, the 16th inst., 
Mr. J. F. Mitye, J.P. (Manchester), in the chair. Among those 
present were: Mr. Justice Pickford, Mr. W. H. Winterbotham, M.A. 
(President of the Law Society), Mr. T. J. Strangman (Advocate-General, 
Bombay), Mr. S. F. Butcher (President Manchester Law Society), Mr. 
F. J. Munby (President Yorkshire Law Society), Mr. R. Farmer (Pre- 
sident Chester and North Wales Law Society), Mr. F. W. Brockbank 
(President Bolton Law Society), Mr. F. T. James (President Merthy: 
Tydfil and Aberdare Law Society), Mr. W. F. Beardsley (President 
Leicester Law Society), Master Watkin-Williams, Mr. R. Pennington, 
J.P., Mr. Walter Dowson, Mr. Charles Goddard, Mr. W. E. Gillett, 
Mr. Samuel Harris (Leicester), Mr. W. J. Humfrys (Hereford), Mr. 
Septimus Castle (Liverpool), Mr. W. H. Norton (Manchester), Mr. T. 
Rothwell Haslam, Mr. A. H. Dymond (Exeter), Mr. Alfred Daven- 
port, M.A., Mr. R. A. Pinsent (Birmingham), Mr. R. H. Purves, Mr. 
S. P. B. Bucknill (secretary Law Society), Mr. Maurice A. Tweedie, 
Mr. G. H. Charlesworth (Manchester), Mr. Arthur Charlesworth, Mr. 
C. G. May, Mr. John Baker, Mr. L. Smeathman (Hemel Hempstead), 
Mr. L. Lloyd John (Corwen), Mr. E. L. Burgin, Lieut. B. C. Watson, 
R.N., and J. S. Scott (secretary). 

Mr. Watter Dowson, in the absence of Mr. J. W. Hills, M.P., pro- 
posed the toast ‘‘The Bench and the Bar,”’ observing that all present 
were members of one great profession. They all held the same ideals 
and had the same ambition. In some less fortunate countries it could 
not be said, as it could in England, that everyone, whether he were a 
lawyer or a commercial man, had absolute confidence in the bench and 
its decisions. With regard to the bar, he was satisfied that the separa- 
tion of the two branches worked to the benefit of the profession. 

Mr. Justice Pickrorp responded for the bench. He said he knew 
that there had been in the House of Commons and else where a certain 
amount of criticism of the bench of late, and therefore it was even 
more satisfactory to know that in an assemblage of lawyers like the 
present, who ought to know, and he had no doubt did know, as much 
about the occupants of the bench as anybody else, the toast was 
received with the cordiality which had marked it. He had 
no intention of making any answer to any criticisms there 
might have been, because if the actions of the judges had 
not answered them he was not quite sure that any words would 
do so. He was extremely gratified in an assemblage of lawyers 
of this kind that real confidence was reposed in them. It could hardly 
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be expected, perhaps, that) they would repose too much confidence in 
the common sense of the judges. He did not cg? for too much, but 
at any rate they gave them credit for doing their best. He was very 
much gratified last year, when he had the honour of epresenting the 
country at a diplomatic conference for the unification of maritime 





law—whether that would ever be brought about Heaven only knew 
that whenever they got into difficulties they said, ‘‘ Leave that to be 
decided by the courts of the country.” A representati 

nation said, ‘‘ That will never do. It might do in England all right 
because it will be decided at any rate honestiy, but it won’t do in our 
country, because if an Englishman comes into our courts and has any 
litigation with a native of our country he will not have the shadow of 
a chance. That was said in perfect honesty, and as said because 
the bench of that particular country did not command implicit con- 
fidence. He was thankful to say they did so in this country, and that 
was a thing which itified him exceedingly The judges were doing 
their best, he did not an whether thev would succeed, to alter their 
arrangements so as to suit altered conditions of litigation. Tt hey were 


doing their best at the moment to satisfy Manchester 


and L 1\ erpool. 








| 


| 


| 





bankers to help them to meet the grants made at the last meeting of 
the directors. It was in consequence of this state of bankruptcy that 
the dinners were held, the object being to put the funds on the right 
side. This was the jubilee festival of the association, and times of 
jubilee were to a great extent times of retrospect. Looking back 
upon fifty annual banquets, what had been done during that time? 

In the early years of the association these dinners were presided over 


ve of another by many of the judges, men who had been great makers and great 


expounders of the law of the country. But since 1882 the dinners 
had been presided over by eminent solicitors of London and from the 
country, men of knowledge of practice and of wide experience. The 
country had not been unrepresented, and the chair had been occupied 
by Sir John Gray Hill, of Liverpool, by Mr. Fry, of Bristol, by My 
Charles Gabriel Beale, then Lord Mayor of Birmingham, by Mr. H. 
Holland Burne, of Bath, by Mr. Robert Watson Cooper, of Newcastle 

and, lastly, by himself. They had had eminent judges, eminent 
London and eminent country solicitors. When they looked at the 
question of funds, they must regard it really in the light of the fact 
that the position of the prof€ssion at the present time could not be 








Whether they would succeed or not he did not know. He supposed alled satisfactory. It had heen the tendency for many vears of 
that before long they would h to begin to try and satisfy Birming- ! legislation to make the work of the solicitor unnecessary, and there 
ham and Leeds and Cardiff, and whether the ould be able to do be had been a very great tendency—which had been common to both 
he really could not sa; But he should like to say that he thoug | political parties—to get work done by offi ials, to promote officialism 
that the amount of judicial time that was lost by the circuit arrang 4 in various ways, and by the aid of officials to do the work which had 
ments was considerably exaggerated. That there was some time lost | been considered the proper province of the — Personally he 
he had no doubt, and t} it, they might by better arrangements manage | was not in favour of this officialiem. He did not think it was good 
not to lose so much time he hoped. But he did think that there was | for the country, and it was likely to lead to Based It created very 
not nearly so much time lost as people thought It was considered | much patronage, and that, of course, might be used in a way which 
that much time was lost by what were called commission days. Well, | was detrimental to the public interest. They had also had to suffer, 
he would not open commission for them there, but he could do it | and were suffering, from the competition of unqualified persons, a 
in @ minute and a half. But the commission day really amounted to oo which was grossly unfair, and which, he thought, ought 
this—there must be a day to get from one place to another in a great | to be checked by legislation. They also suffered from the simplifi 

many cases, unless the judges were expected always to travel by night | tion of the law. With regard to that, he might say at once that 
trains, which he did not think reasonable. The commission days were | neither the Law Society nor the legal Boa Bee had ever stood in 
useful because, if judge had more work than he could do in a | the way of that simplification. Whatever people might say in othe: 
particular place, he could ike a commission day for the next place | places, it was not true that they had ever stood between the interests 
finish what he had to do. That gave him a margin, and wher way of simplification of and expedition in 

















of the country in the 


as a judge in Liverpool he did not think there was a day when he administration of the law. And that being so, of course they must 
not sit on the commission at Liverpool to finish Manchester, so expect a falling off in funds, and they must, he was afraid, realise 
the time was not thrown away. No doubt a great deal of time 8 | that night that there would not be the same response to an appeal 
throwh away in travelling from one small place to another. He | on behalf of the association which there had been on other occasions 
thought that although they had to pay the greatest possible attention | They had to face times when they must, he was afraid, look fo 
to London and the great provincial centres, the little places were | diminished income. This was a very sad thing, considering the objects 
entitled to some consideration. | He thought that whe man wanted | of the association and the work which it was called upon to fulfil 
to ty his action at Carlisle, it was a little hard that he should be | They had only to contemplate the case of a man who had not had the 
compelled to go to Liverpool to do it if he lived within five miles of opportunity of making any provision for himself or for his family, 
his county town. herefore it was not such a very easy problem to | cut off, it might be by death, suddenly, or incapacitated, it might he, 
decide. At the same time, there was a certain amount of time wasted, | from illness, or who mig ght have sustained considerable financial 
and they were trying to minimise it as much as they could. losses. There were no other means open to him of gaining his liveli 
Mr. T. J. StRaNGMAN (Advocate-General, Bombay wned thanks hood, and if jt were not for an association such as this, which could 
for the bar. : come to the relief of people in such a position, the condition of many 
The CHarrman said he had re eived a number of letters of apology, | members of the profession would be a very sorry and lament able 
amongst them one from Mr. Justice Walton, who, ing from | one. Therefore he asked for their support, not onlv for their persona 
Matlock, said he was kept there by an tack of a, and the support, but that they should do what they could to bring in more 
doctor would not allow him to return to town. Preece: her was from |} members. There were over 16,000 eolicitors in England and Wales 
Mr. J. C. Warren, of Nottingham, the chairman of the board of | Of that number something like 4,000 only were members of the asso 
directors, whom a sudden attack of illness prevented from travelling, | ciation—that was to say, about 25 per cent. He could not imagine 
and one from Sir Homewood Crawford, City Solicitor, egretting un- | that the other 75 per cent. were not able to afford a guinea a year, 
avoidable absence. He then proposed the toast of the evening The | which was the small subscription payable for membership. It could 
Solicitors’ Benevolent Ascor lation, and may pr sperity continue to ; attend only be done by a personal canvass, for letters or circulars went int 
it. He said he felt that he must allude to some who had been ge | the waste paper basket. 
tomed to be present on these occasions who had passed away. | Mr. F. W. Bro wx (President of the Bolt  monbed Siav 
first place, there was that veteran of the profession, Sir John allows | ’ seria ee aggeemeiagy “ gt a eg a so tiga 2 . 
He was a great benefactor to the association. Three donations of , | Society) said this was a desirable aesociation, because there was 
i=] 
thousand pounds had been made by him at various times at 
annual dinners, and he saw from the ears aa his charity had uot 
ended with his lifetime, but that ‘‘ he being dead yet speaketh.”’ 
wished also to allude to Mr. Joseph Adc ue. who had taken creat 
interest in the association, and to Mr. Gribble, Mr. Blyth. and’ Mr. 
Mylne Barker, all of whom had recently passed to the majority, and 


many asso ware | 





vears to be 


with whom it had been his privilege for 


on the council of the Law Society. He thought it would not be 

for them to fail to recognise the loss which they and the sshudion 
had sustained by their ‘deaths. With regard to the association, he | 
was not able to announce that during the year there had been any 
increase in the membership, but there had been an increase in the 


grants which the directors had felt it incumbent upon them to make. 
They had granted in the year which had just closed to eight members 
and fifty-four families of members £2,535, and to forty-nine non- 
members and 171 families of non-members £4,380, making a total 
grant in the year of £6,915, as against £6,877 in the previous year, 
showing an increase, and being the largest amount which had eve) 
been granted in one year by the ‘association. At the same time, one 


would observe that the grants to rion-members were almost double the 
grants to members. It would be very regrettable if the directors had 


to curtail the grants to non-members, because many of the cases were 
very pitiful and urgently called for relief At the same time, he 
thought—he was not speaking for the board at all—that unless 


the association received increased support it might be incumbent upon 
the directors to consider as to the making of grants to non-members. 
The financial position at the present time was, Mr. Scott retary) 
told him, as it had always ome was concerned, a 
condition of bankruptcy. They fact, to go to their 


the se< 
y bores sO tar as in 


had had, in 
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very 
through« 


solicitors 


great need for anything to unite together the 
the country. Every Act of legislation tended to reduce their emolu 
ments, therefore it devolved upon them to strengthen the bonds of 


union amongst the profession. 





Mr. T. H. Scorr (secretary) announced a list of donations and 
subs a of £750, among which were: The Chairman, £52 10s. ; 
Mr. H. Winterbotham, £105; Mr. R. W. Cooper (Newcastle-on 
Trae) £21; and Mr. H. J. Johnson (vice-president Law Society), £21 


Mr. ’ SEPTIMUS CASTLE (Liverpool) proposed the toast of ‘‘ The La\ 
Society and the Provincial Law Societies of England and Wales 
He thought the day had passed when lawyers were always sneered 
In Liverpool, for instance, the law society there had met with a go 
deal of sympathy from those who were not lawyers, and their opini 
had frequently been invited by the Stock Exchange and various bodies 
of commercial men. The same remark applied with greate: 
London. 

Mr. W. Ff. 
responded. He 


Torce 


Law Society 
abused body ; i 

four hours 
unreasonable 


WINTERBOTHAM (President of the 
said the Law Society was a much 
did not satisfy everybody. But within the last twenty 
he had read with some annoyance and indignation an 

and improper attack which had been made upon it by a member o 
their own body. He did think that one was entitled to be righteously 
indignant at that sort of thing. If the allegations true, he 
should hide his head and say nothing about the matter, but they 
were not true, and if the gentleman who made publicly those state- 
ments about the society did not know they were true, did not know 
whether they were true or not, he could only by pleading 


were 


es¢ ape 


ignorance. He had been a member of the Council for fifteen years; 
he had no politics on the Council, though some of his most intimate 
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friends knew that his sympathies with the Budget were considerable, 


and that he was not amongst those who took the view that these | 


taxes were unreasonable and improper. He merely mentioned this 
because he thought it would enforce what he had to say. They did 
not as a body, he was perfectly certain, consider the question of 
whether @ measure was going to reduce their charges or not. On one 

int they were pretty well agreed—namely, that they were able to 
do their own business better than the Government could do it for 
them. They believed that officialism carried out in this work was 
not for the benefit of the nation. He believed it was for the benefit of 
the public that solicitors should do the work as a rule, rather than 
it should be done by officials. On that point the society had had to 
oppose measures recently introduced, but to say that it was simply 
because it was a question of their own pockets, and that they had 
opposed reforms, whether in legal procedure or in any other direction, 
because they would lose fees by them, was untrue and improper. 
Whatever his own views, he had always tried w give his opponents 
credit for honesty of purpose, and he had never imputed motives to 
them in these matters. But to accuse a body of professional men 
of having only the object) in view of opposing measures because they 
would result in less costs, and of supporting that which tended for 
increased costs, was not true, and anybody who knew anything of 
the society knew perfectly well that it was not true. He hoped he 
might have another opportunity of saying something more on the 
subject. He did not intend to let it rest. Measures of considered 
reform, both in the simplification of procedure and in the simplifica- 
tion of the law, had been constantly before the society, and had been 
promoted by the society in Parliament. He would take one example. 
Some gentlemen thought that the remedy for the expense of con- 
veyancing was to be found in a system of registration. He had men- 


tioned at the provincial meeting at Newcastle-on-Tyne that we had ; 


a very complicated subject to deal with in the transfer of land, and 
that if the law were simplified it would be found that the simplifica- 
tion of transfer might follow, and that if they were prepared to adopt 
a simpler form of the tenure of land they would be able to have a 
simpler form of conveyance of land, and he did not think that if the 
law were simplified with regard to the tenure of land it very much 
mattered what form of transfer were adopted. But they were now 
accused of bolstering up an ancient and antiquated system for the 
purpose of getting their costs. The Council had been at work con- 
sidering some radical reforms of land tenure, and they believed that 
was the chief difficulty and the reason of expense, and that it was in 
this direction that a reduction in the cost of dealing with land should 
be sought. He intended to protest on every possible occasion against 
such a misrepresentation of their objects and aims as a society. 

Mr. 8. F. Burcuer (President of the Manchester Incorporated Law 
Association) returned thanks on behalf of the provincial law societies. 
He urged the desirability of the unification of the profession; they 
had lost ground from lack of cohesion. It was competent for the pro- 
vincial law societies to do very valuable work in this direction. 

Mr. Maurice A. Tweepir, in the absence of Mr. John C. Warren 
(Nottingham, chairman of the board of directors), proposed the health 
of ‘‘ The Chairman.” 

The CHAIRMAN returned thanks, and the proceedings terminated. 


Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Sypney Purr, solicitor, has been appointed Ward Clerk of the 
Ward of Farringdon Without, in succession to his partner, Mr. 
Pontifex, who has held the office since 1875. 

Mr. H. A. Hupson, solicitor, Diocesan Registrar, has been appointed 
to a the late Mr. T. 8S. Noble as Legal Secretary to the Archbishop 
of York. 








Information Required. 


Re JAMES CALVERT, Deceased.—Solicitors, stockbrokers, house 
agents, and others who have acted on behalf of the late Mr. James 
Calvert, of Highfield, Danehill, in the County of Sussex, who died on 
the 10th day of April last, and who have any documents in their 
Possession relating to the affairs of the said deceased, are requested to 
communicate with the undersigned, the solicitors to the executors of the 
will of the said deceased. Dated this 15th day of June, 1910. 
Slaughter & May, 18, Austin-friars, E.C. 

_ JOHN FORDHAM, Deceased.—Any solicitor or other person having 
in his possession a will of the above-named deceased, late of 4, Priory- 
garden Villas, Cambridge-road, Hastings, and formerly of 16, Bedford- 
square, Brighton, or able to furnish information respecting such a 
document is requested to communicate with J. T. Davies, solicitor, 71 
Moorgate-street, London, E.C. vials 


Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolution. 


Morton James Barinc Tomuin and JosepH Henry Potiock Curry, 
solicitors (Tomlin & Chitty), 8, Old Burlington-street, London. June 





15. Morton James Baring Tomlin will continue to carry on business 
under the name of Tomlin & Chitty, as aforesaid. 
(Gazette, June 21. 





General. 
Viscount Wolverhampton is stated to be progressing favourably. 


A copy of Regulations made by the Commissioners of Inland Revenue 
respecting the Super-tax, under section 72 (8) of the Finance (1909-10) 
Act, 1910, has been published as a White Paper [156]. 


Sir S. T. Evans was entertained at dinner at the Savoy Hotel on 
Saturday by the South Wales Bar in honour of his appointment as 
President of the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division. 


The Manchester University Settlement, Poor Man’s Lawyer Depart 
ment, desire to have it known that our inadvertent statement (anfe, 
p. 557) that they were ‘‘a similar society’ to the National Legal Aid 
Society was incorrect. The former certainly seems to be an admirable 
Society from the regulations which are enclosed. 


The Royal Assent was given by Commission on the 17th inst. to the 
Consolidated Fund No. 2 Act and the following private Acts: 
National Provident Institution, Standard Life Assurance Company, 
Charnwood Forest Railway, Farnham Gas and Electricity, and the 
Morecambe Tramways Act. 


In the House of Commons on Wednesday, in reply to Mr. Gold- 
smith, the Solicitor-General said : The suggestions for the rearrange- 
ment of the circuit system which, amongst other matters, were urgently 
recommended by the Joint Committee for consideration are being con- 
sidered by the Government. Care will be taken that the House shah 
have an opportunity of discussing any proposal involving any substantial 
alteration of the present circuit system. 


That no new judges of the King’s Bench Division will be appointed 
before the Long Vacation seems, says a writer in the Daily T'elegraph, 
to be certain, even if the Additional Judges Bill should become law 
before the lst of August. To what extent arrears will have grown by 
that date is a matter of speculation, but if no greater progress is made 
with the cause-lists than has been possible hitherto there will be a 
mass of unheard cases at the end of the sittings. A special jury case 
before Mr. Justice Darling has already lasted for four days, and the end 
is not yet in sight. 


Of the two special jury cases in Mr. Justice Channell’s list on 
Tuesday, says the Z'imes, one was settled and in the other the plaintiff 
did not appear. Of the two cases in his list the plaintiff did 
not appear in the first, and with regard to the second it was stated 
that, as it had come on quite unexpectedly, the parties were not ready 
to proceed. Mr. Justice Channell, after consulting Mr. Justice Gran- 
tham, said that the case must go to the bottom of the list. This prac 
tice of not being ready must not be allowed to continue. But as it 
had been allowed to grow up and was due partly to reliance on the 
arrears in the Law Courts, he would mitigate the penalty in this 
instance by allowing the parties, when they were ready, to make an 
application to the senior judge, and lay before him any reasons that 
might persuade him to alter the order. 


Dr. T. E. Holland, K.C., Chichele Professor of International Law 
and Diplomacy, who recently intimated his intention of resigning the 
professorship, which he has held since 1874, delivered a public lecture 
in the hall of All Souls’ College on the 17th inst. He said, according 
to the 7'imes, it might not be unfitting that one who was bringing to 
a close many years of work as a professor in the university should call 
attention to the progress made during those years by the science which 
it had been his business to study and to teach. During the thirty-six 
years in question the progress made by international law had been 
more rapid than during any similar previous period. The events of 
every year, almost of every month, had necessitated a diplomatic dis- 
cussion of questions for which a professor of international law must 
be always on the watch. He recalled many of these questions, and 
went on to say that the settlement of international misunderstandings 
by resort to arbitration had within the last thirty or forty years 
become increasingly common, with the happiest results for the peace of 
the world. Referring to his own work, Professor Holland said he had 
had a good deal of work for various Government Departments. For the 
Admiralty he entirely rewrote in 1887 and 1888 the official manual of 
naval prizes. Controversies arising out of the Boer War suggested the 
advisability of furnishing the commanding officers with a much simpler 
and strictly confidential manual on prize law, and he was appointed 
legal adviser to the Inter-Departmental Committee by which that was 
prepared. The War Office commissioned him in 1900 to prepare a 
handbook on the laws and customs of war on land. In 1903 he was 
requested by the Prime Minister to represent international law upon 
the Royal Commission on the Supply of Food and Raw Material in 
Time of War. By the Foreign Office in 1903 he was appointed one of 
the British delegates to the conference about to be called together for 
the long-contemplated revision of the Convention of Geneva. They 
held in the year many meetings in the War Office, and he drafted the 
Projet de Convention which was adopted as expressing the views of 
Great Britain. 
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Sir Rufus Isaacs, K.C., M.P., has resigned his place on the Divorce 
Commission, and the King has been pleased to approve the appoint- 
ment of Sir Frederick Treves, Bart., G.C.V.0., M.D., F.R.C.S., to 
serve on the Commission. 


Before opening the assizes at Hertford, says the 7'imes, the Lord 
Chief Justice received a deputation from the Corporation urging 
reasons against the proposed removal of the assize business to London. 
In his charge to the grand jury, who also made a presentment against 
the proposal, his Lordship said he heartily sympathised with the 
objections which had been stated. His experience of ten years as a 
judge and thirty years at the Bar had led him to think that it was of 
the greatest value for the administration of justice in the counties that 
experienced judges should visit them from time to time. It was sug- 
gested that time could be saved by a different arrangement, but 
whether those who proposed it thoroughly understood the question they 
were discussing he had his doubts. No change should be made, as 
far as he could help it, which would deprive that county of the visits 
of his Majesty’s judges from time to time, with the full dignity of the 
law, which was so important in connection with its administration ; and 
before any change took place he would, as far as he was concerned, take 
care that all the public bodies concerned should be fully consulted. 


In the House of Commons on the 16th inst. Mr. Gibson Bowles 
asked the Solicitor-General whether the Government would consider, in 
view of the arrears in the King’s Bench Division, whether it would 
be possible to shorten the Long Vacation of seventy-two days by eleven 
and the Christmas Vacation of twenty days by six days, thus reducing 
the total year’s vacations of sixteen weeks and increasing the total year’s 
sittings of thirty-six weeks by seventeen days; or, alternatively, 
whether it would be possible to arrange that, until the arrears were 
disposed of, the courts should sit from 10 a.m. to 4.30 p.m. on the 
first five days of the week, and from 10 a.m. to 2 p.m. on Saturday, 
thus increasing the sittings from the present twenty-five or twenty- 
seven hours to thirty-six and a half hours per week; or whether, by 
rearrangement and reorganisation of the judicial system, means could 
be found of dealing with the arrears otherwise than by the appoint 
ment of two additional judges at a cost to the country of £10,000 a 
year. Mr. Asquith, who replied, said: The subject of the question 
was referred by the Government last autumn to a Committee of both 
Houses of Parliament. That Committee reported unanimously that the 
arrears in the King’s Bench Division should be dealt with by judges 
and not by Commissioners, and that two judges should be appointed 
immediately ‘for the purpose of clearing the arrears, and that the 
other matters brought under the notice of the Committee should be 
forthwith considered with a view to the adoption of so much as seemed 
advisable. Among these matters were suggestions similar to those 
contained in the question. The opinion of the Lord Chancellor was 
fully stated before the Joint Committee, and may be found in the 
evidence. He. in common with the Government, has accepted the 
report of the Joint Committee, including the recommendation that two 
additional judges should be appointed. 


We are informed by Mr. S. L. Anderson, joint secretary of the 
London Guarantee and Accident Company (Limited), that there is no 
truth in the rumour that negotiations are pending for the sale or 
amalgamation of the company’s business, 


Royat Navat Coiiece, Ossorne.—For information relating to the 
entry of Cadets, Parents and Guardians should write for ‘‘ How to 
Become a Naval Officer ’’ (with an introduction by Admiral the Hon. 
Sir E. R. Fremantle, G.C.B., C.M.G.), containing an illustrated 
description of life at the Royal Naval Colleges at Osborne and Dart- 
mouth.—Gieve, Matthews, & Seagrove, 65, South Molton-street, Brook- 
street, London, W.—[Apvr.] 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota or Registrars iv ATTENDANCE ON 





D Emencenoy Aprzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
ate. 
TA. No, 2, Joyvoz. Swinrzw Eapy. 
Monday ...June 27 Mr Beal Mr Borrer Mr Goldschmidt Mr Leach 
Tuesday ........ 28 Greswell Beal Synge Borrer 
Wednesday ...... 29 Goldschmidt Greswell Church Beal 
Thursday ......... 30 Synge Goldschmidt Theed Greswell 
Friday......July 1 Church Synge Bloxam Goldschmidt 
Saturday ..... sow 8 Theed Church Farmer Synge 
Date. Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
Wanninertox. NEVILLE. PARKER. Eve. 


Monday ...June 27 Mr Theed Mr Greswell Mr Church Mr Farmer 









Tuesday ......000 28 Bloxam Goldschmidt Theed Leach 
Wednesday ....., 29 Farmer Synge Bloxam Borrer 
Thursday......... 30 Leach Church Farmer Beal 
Friday ......July 1 Borrer Theed Leach Greswell 
Saturday ......0. 2 Beal Bloxam Borrer Goldschmidt 








—— 


Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, June 17. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 


Limitep 1m CHANCERY. 


A. Caumicnazt & Co, Lrp—Petn for winding uv, presented June 10, directed to be 
heard June 28. Maskell & Nisbet, John st, Bedford row, solors for the petners. 
Notice of peng | must reach the above named not iater than 6 o’olock in the 
afternoon of June 27 

E. A. Roztyson & Co, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before June 30, to send 
their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts and claims, to Bernardo 
Thomas Crew, 12, Wood st, liquidator 

Exti0o1Ts Datries, Lrp—Petn for winding’up, presented June 9, directed to be heard 
June 23. Martelli, Staple inn, for Cates & Uo, Fakenham, solors for patner. Notics 
of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 
of June 27 

Inreenationat Canco-Surzrtntenvine Co, Lap—Creditors are required, on or before 
July 1, to send their names and addresses. and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Frederick William Smith, 57, Slipper's pl, Rotherhithe, liquidator 

Liverpoot Stsam Tue Co, Lrp, (rw Votuntary Liquipation)—Creditors are re- 
quired, on or before July 1, to send their names and addreeses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to H. Nool French, 67, Lord st, Liverpool, liqaidator 

L. Wuirexeap & Co, Lrp—Ptn for winding up, presented June 15, directed to be 
heard June 28. Paines, Carey st, solorsfor the petner. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of June 27 

SaLzEDos, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Jane 10, directed to be heard June 28. 
Garland & Co, Norfolk st, solors for petner. ‘Notice of appearing must reach the 
above named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of June 27 

Tiran Vacuum Criganer Syypicare, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or b3fore July 2, 
to send their names and addresres, and the psrticulars of their debts or claims, to 
George Gordon Guthrie, 16, South Castle st, Liverpool, the liquidator. Wall, Bootle, 
solor for the liquidator 


Us imitep 1m CHANCERY. 

NortH-Wasternw Evecrriciry anp Powrr Gas Co—Petn for winding up, presented 
June 14, directed to be beard at the Court House, Quay st, Manchester, June 29, at 
10. Boote & Co, Manchester, eolors for the petnera, Notice of appearing must reach 
the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afterneon of June 28 


London Gazette,—Tugspay, June 21, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Lrurtep 1m CHancery. 


Arrtizp Inventions, Lrp - Creditors are required, on or before July 23, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frank G. 
Fedden, 1084, Cannon st, liquidator 

Estancia Firorewcta Co, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or bsfore July 21, to send in 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Andrew 
Conder Whitmee, 62, London wall. Budd & Co, Austin Friars, sols for the 
liquidator 

J. L. Ducxworts, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 1, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts o1 claims, to Albert Cripwell, 13, 
Cnerry st, Birmingham. Beale & Co, Birmingham, solors for the liquidator 

Waeat Commerce Tris Mine, Lrp (1m Liquroatrom)—Ureditora are required, on or 
before July 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to H. E. G. Dawson, 4, Sun ct, Cornhill, liquidator 





Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gasette.—Fuipay, June 17. 


Sreamsuip “ Carrtron’’ Co, Lrp, 

Bagsuars Usirep Mernopist Freee Cavurce Sick anp Burrat Socrery. 
Larpueer, Ritcarr, & Co, Lrp. 

Suarxk Grew Opa Trurne Co, Lrp. 

Mapame Lewis-Davis, Lrp. 

Mucceripers, Lrp. 

Baser Bros, Lrp. 

Wa. Downtne, Sow & Co, Lrp. 

East Conwwatt Newsparsr Oo, Lev. 

Prasennurst Qoarry Oo, Lrv. 

Caemicat Enarnegeine, Lev, 

Rona Ligur Worxs, Lrp. 

LaNCASHIRE ayy CHESHIRE Opatire GuAzep Brick awp Titz Co, Lrp 
Wanrpsworth Lime anp Cement Co, Lrp. 
Downysroox Bioces Misine Synpicats, Lrp. 

Brerrise Avstreatian Orn Co, Lrp. 

Cartrow Mawvractunine Co, Lrp. 

Giovcesres Otympia, Lrp. 

Antos, Ltp. 

Nursgs’ Ovurrittine Assocratiow, Lap (Reconstruction). 
Norrawicn Baicx anp Terra Corta Co, Lro. 


London Gasette.—Tvumspay, June 21. 


Joun Duntopr, Ltp. 

Joun Rote, Lrp, 

Sarr Soxoto Co, Lrp. 

Warxins & Kracxe, Lrv. 

Caucasian Ore Co, Lrp. 

Meery Peasant, Lrp. 

Oxrorp Moroer Cas Uo, Lrp. 

G. Y. Murray & Co, Lrp. 

Baweanoo, Lrp. 

Wauirrretp Cargmce Co, Lrp. 
Ene.iss “Piatinum” Anti-Corsst Co, Lrp. 
Enauisn Inpusrries Synprcare, Lro, 
Apenrcorw Syypicatz, Lrp. 

Povu.tpes & Co, Lrp. 

Prusumatic Synpicats, Lrp. 

Nationat. Monraty, Lrp. 

Gassonw & Co, Lrp, - 

ZoutPansBerG Corron Sympicate, Lap. 
Witiams Sywprcare, Lrp. 

A. Carter & Co, Lap, 
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ee The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


Jane 28, Ju'y 5, 12,' 26, and Aug. 9.—Messrs. Desewagau, Tewson, Ricwarpsow 
& Oo., at the Mart, at 2: Freeholi Residences, Ground-rentse, Shop, Shares, Freehold 
Properties, Building Estates, Frechold and Leasehold Hotels (see advertisements, 
page iv, May 28). 

June 28.—Moessrs. WearHeRatt & Greew, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Properties, 
Ground rents and Sites (see advertisement, page ii, May 28, and page vi, June 11). 

June 28 and July 26.—Mesars. Hampron & Sons, at the Mart: Town Houses (see 
advertisement, page v, June 18). 

June 29.—Messrs, Rosxrr Bown & Sons: Freehold Property (see advertisement, 
page ii, May 28). 

Jane 29, July 7—Messrs. Humsert & Furst, at the Mart, at2: Freeho'd Residence, 
Farme, Building and Sporting Estates, Leasehold Investments (see advertisement, 
pages i and ii, May 28). 

June 29.—Messrs. Eowiw Fox, Bousrretp, Burwetrs & Bappeey, at the Mart, 
at 2: Fully-licensed Freehold Estate, Stocks and Shares, &c. (see advertisement, 
back page, this week). 

July 1.—Messrs. Coss, at the Mart, at 2: Lcasehold Houses (see advertisement, 
back psge, June 18). 

July 1.—Mesers. Horne & Co, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold and Leasehold Shops, &c. 
(see advertisement, page v, June 18), 

July 4.—Messre. Touckxerr & Son, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground-rents (see 
advertisement, back page, June 18). 

July 4and 25.—Messrs. Jones, Lana & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Property 
and Leasehold Investment (see advertisement, back p:ge, June 18). 

July 4.—Mesers. Tucxerr & Son, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Residential Es‘ate 
(see advertisement, back page, June 25). 

July 4.—Messrs. Kremetry, at the Mart: Freehold Residential and Building 
Estates, &c. (see advertisement, back page, June 4). 

July 5.—Messrs. Humpert & Fitwt, at Chester, at 1: Residential Property (see 
advertisements, pages i. and ii, May 28). 

_July 6.— Messrs. Buarp & Son, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground rents (see adver- 
tisement, back page, June 11). 

July 6.—Messrs. Dovetas, Youre & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground-rents 
(eee advertisement, back page, June 18). 

July 8.—Meears. Exris & Sor, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Property (see advertise- 
ment, back page, this week). 

July 8.~Mesers. Vewrom, Butt, & Coorsr, at the Mart, at 2: Building Sites (see 
advertisement, page v, this week), 

Jnly 11.—Mesers, Eitoart, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold and Loasehold Ground- 
rents| (see advertisement, back page, this we >k). 

July 13.—Messrs, Eowin Fox, Bovsrixtp, Buasetrs & Bapps.ey, at the Mart, at 2: 
Freehold Property and Ground-reats (see advertisement, back paze, this we-k). 

July 14.—Messrs. Davin J. Cnatrect & Sons, at the Mart, at 2: Leasehol i Invest- 
ment (see advertisement, back page, this week). 

July 19.—Messrs,. Weatueratt & Green, at the Mart, at 2: Freshold Residential 
and Building Estates (see advertisemens, back page, this week). 

July 19,—Mesers. Denewnim, Tewsow, Rromarpson & Co., at the Mart’ at 2: Free- 
hold Estate (see advertieement, back page, June 18). ‘ — 

July 20.—Messrs. Desennam, Tewson, Ricnagpson, & Co., at the Mart 2: 
Freehold Gro und-rents (see advertisement, page v, this week), dustinia 


Messrs. Knicut, Frarx, & Ruruey: Freehold Ground-rante for 8 ise- 
ment, back page, June 4). or Sale (see advertise 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day oF Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fuipay, June 17, 


Lirri8, Cxantas Evwarp, Bath, Solicitor July 30 Little and Another v L 
Others, Parker, J Baker, Crosby eq d —— 


London Gazette.—Turapay, June 21, 
Biaxe, Frepeeicx, Broadfield, nr Crawley, Sussex July 15 Attorney-General yv 


Treasury Solicitor, Warrington and Parker, JJ are, Treasury Solicitor’ 
Department, Royal Courts of Justice : , vinnie 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 


Icndon Gazette.—Fripay, June 10, 


Apry, Taomas, Measham, Derby June 24 Simpson & Meakin, Derby 
ALLison, Jacos apgeee, Santen Carew, Durham, Shipowner July10 Turnbull & 
epoo 


ly, 
Basr, Col Danizt Antoine, Chiswick July 8 Thorold & Co, Regent st 
| es .— oe, Senin Weis July 25 Asprey, Gray’s inn sq 
osrra, Te , Staffs, Superi lent Insuran 
~ intel Biren , Superintend ce Agent July 8 Hooper & 
RLOW, Emma, Bulwell, ag July 12 Allcock, Nottingham 
Baxran, Mary, Leigh, Lancs July 8 Marsh & Co, Leigh, Leone 
ate Diox, Heeley, Sheffield, Rolling Contractor Ju y 25 Branson & Son, Sheffield 
5 wan, Emma, Clifton, Bristol July 31 AG & NG Heaven, Bristol 
pelsocnEs, The Rt Hon Epwanp Baron, Warwick st June 30 Hallett & Co, Ashford 
| pans Evizasetn, Kensington July8 Thorold & Co, Regent st 
Besmean, Maes Janz, Lyme Regis July30 Warner & Kirby. Winchester 
rere Geonor Faepericx, New Brighton July 16 Heathcote & Webb, Manchester 
} pee Joux, = Crowan, Cornwall, Farmer July 19 Tyacke, Helston 
— The — Roseat Haseis Cannwats Earl of, Fulham July 8 Thorold 
’ Regen 





Cuarx, James, Lichfield, Doctor Aug 12 Russell & Son, Lichfield 


Cray, Janz, Liverpool June 30 B ' & Co, Liverpool 

Conway, Joun, Tulse hill July 11 Davies, Strand 

Cox, Gzorce TrexcHArp, Hove, Sussex July 20 Guscotte & Fowler, Adelphi P 
Davies, Amos, Audenshaw, Lancs, Leather Dresser July 20 Hamer, Ashton under 


ne : 
Duiuis, Euma, West Bridgford July13 Goodall & 8on, Nottingham 
Do.ine, Hanaiette Amabet, Tonbrid July 20 Gorham & Co, Tonbridge 
Evans, Ann, Tettenhall Wood, Staffs July 11 Skardon & Co, Wolverhampton 
Fenpatt, Cecit Faeprick Wentwortu Coie, Leasgill, Amberley, nr Stroud July 10 
Stibbard & Co, Leadenhall st _ ‘ 
Foster, Harry, San Diego, California July 16 Higson, Manchester 
Giasson, Witt1aM, Cheltenham July1 Scott & Co, Penrith ‘ ; : 
Haut, Lavra, Russell rd, Kensington July 21 Wheatley & Co, Stone bldgs, Lincoln’s 


inn 
Hanais, Eowarp, Sydenham July 13 Taylor & Co, Bedford row 


Hanais, Taomas, JP, Calne, Wilts July 14 Forrester & Co, Malmesbury 

Haxnis, WILLIAM ALBent, Upper George et, Portman sq July6 Bradley, Dover 

Hext, Hanniet, Paignton Aug1 Tucker, Paigaton, Devon : 

Houuis, Epwarp Oxxorp, Oswestry, Threshing Machine Proprietor July 16 Bull & 
Sons, Oswesti : 

Hotroyp, Simzox, Heafingley, Leeds Augil Middleton & Sons, Leeds 

Hoteorp, Mancaret, Headingley, Leeds Augl Middleton & Sons, Leeds 

Horst, Jou, Carlisle, Merchant June 21 Saul & Lightfoot, Carlisle 

KenpAtt, James, Laceby, Lincs July 28 Haddelsey, Great Grimsby 

Kent, WATER, Wolstanton, = July 9 Latham, Congleton 4 » 

Kine, ALexanper, Newhall, nr Nantwich, Chester July 13 artin & Dixon, Nantwich 

ae +" ieee Many, Bramfield rd, Clapham junc July 19 Burton & Son, Black- 
riars r 

Lagxin, Ricnarp, Rye, Sussex, Saddler July 9 Dawes & Co, Rye 

Locxe, Samuzt, Chorlton upon Medlock, Manchester, Veterinary Surgeon July 16 
Ritchie, Manchester ’ 

Mawsnerino, Water, Ornan rd, Hampstead July 80 Price, Bush In, Cannon st 

Mics, Josern, Loftus, Yorks, Butcher July 9 Hoggett, Loftus 

Morais, CATHERINE, Redhill, Surrey July 27 Simpson & Co, Southwark st, Southwark 

Morris, James, Blackpool July9 Butcher, Blackpool 

Nayuor, Jon, Blackpool, Antique Furniture Dealer July 8 Thomas, 8t Helens 

Neasuam, Tuomas, Kirkieatham, nr Redcar, Yorks, Farmer July 10 Sill & Son, and 
Hoggett, Middlesbrough 

Neasuam, Witu1am. Kirkieatham, nr Redcar, Yorks, Farmer July 10 Sill & Son, and 
Hoggett, Middlesbrough . 

Neasuam, Jonn, Kirkleatham, nr Redcar, Yorks, Farmer July 10 Sill & Son, and 
Hoggett, Middlesbrough : 

O’Keere, Mary Evizanetu, Ramsgate July 11 Robinson & Allfree, Ramsgate 

Pains, Jerrraey, Rye, Sussex July9 Dawes & Co, Rye 

Penae.iy, Joax, Newton Abbot, Butcher July 22 Watts & Co, Newton Abbot 

Possoxsy, The Hon Mrs Louisa Frances Caariotte, Boscombe, Hants July 1 Royds 
& Co, Bedford sq 

Powe.t, ALFRED ARTHUR Piteuer, Caincross, Glos, Farmer July 18 Ball & Co, 
Stroud 

Rison, THomas German, Paris, Financier Aug2 Ward & Co, King st, Cheapside 

Rick arp, CaROLINe Susan Matitpa, Strood July 15 Adams & Croft, Plymouth 

Rivey, Letitia, Sheffield, Grocer July 28 Bennett, Sheffield 

Rusutox, ArTaur, Longton, Stoke on Trent, Boot Repairer July 10 Breton, Longton 

Seymove, Mary, Beverley, Yorks Aug 15 Jackson & Son, Hull . 

Sxowpon, Jon, Tanfield Lea, Durham, Engineman July 9 Nicholson & Martin, Stanley, 
Co, Durham 

Spaexs, Awx, Huntspill, Somerset July 1 Barham & Watson, Bridgwater 

Spsncer, Emity, Droitwich July 10 Brown & Son, Newcastle on Tyne 

Srratrorp, Epmonp Joux, Portsea, Portsmouth, Confectioner July 13 Bramsdon & 
Childs, Portsmouth 

Tuotarpgr, Oscar, Kingston upon Hull Augi Overend, Leeds 

Tompson, WiLL1aM, Kingston upon Hull Augi15 Jackson & Son, Hull ; : 

Taimmer, Emma Ann, Croxted rd, Herne Hill Aug1 Lawrence & Co, New sq, Lincoln's 
ina 

Tyrrexy, Rev Grorce, Storrington, Pulborough, Sussex July9 Few & Co, Surrey st 

Unperwoop, Luor, Harrogate July 25 Ford & Warren, 8 

a Hannan, Heaton Mersey, nr Manchester July 14 Rhodes & Jones, Man- 
chester 


London Gazette.—Turspay, June 14 


BATTY, ELIZABETH, Denby Dale, nr Huddersfield July 14 Dransield & Hodgkinson, 
Penistone, nr Sheffield i 

BAYNES, FRANCIS HILL, Weston super Mare, Barrister July 21 J H & F W Bere, Weston 
super Mare e 

BEAK, GEORGE, Great Sherston, Wilts July 9 Chubb & Sons, Malmesbury 

BORN, HERBERT CHRISTOPHER, Colchester July 16 Sparling & Son, Colchester 

BRODERIOK, DENIS, Hove, Sussex July 25 Cooper & Williams, Brighton 

BROOMHEAD, MILLIE SUSAN, Hove, Sussex July 16 Robinson & Co, Eastcheap 

BROUGHTON, WILLIAM HENRY, Wakefieli, Corn Merchant July 9 Dickinson, Wakefield 

BROWN, JOHN JAMES, Broomhall, nr Nantwich, Chester, Farmer July 15 Whitting- 
ham, Nantwich 

Brown, WILLIAM, Sunderland July 1 Walker, Sunderland 

COLVIN, ord CATHERINE, Elvaston pl, Queen's Gate July 13 E lis & Co, Albe- 
marie st 

CONLON, BERNARD, Liverpool, Optician July 15 Rudd, Liverpool 

Cory, JANET Gow, West Hartlepool July 12 Turnbull & Tilly, West Hartlepool 

COTMAS, FREDERICK, Preston, Solicitor July 26 Cotman & Son, Preston 

ae aaa, Hutton Rudby, Yorks, Labourer July 16 Bowes-Wilson, Middles- 

roug 

FARNSWORTH, EMMA CAROLINE, Kennington Parkrd July 25 Ody & Wilmot, Denmark 
hill, Camberwell 

ForREStT, JOHN, JP,Princes Rishorough July 27 Winterbotham & Co, Cheltenham 

FORREST, PETER, Gawsworth, nr Macclesfield, Farmer July 9 May & Son, Macclesfield 

FrRaMPTON, Rev CHARLES THOMAS, Chichester Augil Raper & Co, Chichester 

FRY, WILLIAM THOMAS MAYNE, Leytonstone, Licensed Victualler July 15 Hillearys, 
Fenchurch bldgs 

GIFFORD, AUGUSTUS CHARLEs, South Norwood, Butcher July 21 Law & Worssam, 
Holborn viaduct 

GLOAG, ISABELLA ALITHEA, Alexandra rd, Hampstead Aug1 Blackwell & Co, Mitre 
Court chmbrs, Temple 

GopWIN, ELIZABETH MARIA, Highgate July 21 Law & Worssam, Holborn viaduct 

GROUNDS, JOHN, sen, Orford, nr Warrington, Farmer June 25 Steel, Warrington 

HALL, Exias, Hyde, Chester July8 Knowles & Son, Hyde . 

HARRISON, JOSEPH CHARLES HALL, East Dulwich, Property Owner July 15 Atkin- 
son, King’s Bench Walk 

Hart, ISABELLA, Cheltenham July 16 Griffiths & Waghorne, Cheltenham 

HART, MORRIS, Cheltenham July 16 Griffiths & Waghorne, Cheltenham 

HARV8Y, ROSALIE, Winchester July 15 Speed, Sackville st 

Hiae@s, SAMUEL, Stratford, Licensed Victualler July 4 Hillearys, Stratford, 

HiaGs, HENRIETTA, Stratford, July 4 Hillearys, Stratford 

Hopson, ELIZABETH, Scarborough July 18 W & W 8 Drawbridge, Scarborough 

KInG, MARY, Walberton, Arundel July 22 Baileys & Co, Berners st . 

LIVESLEY, TIMOTHY, New Mills, Derby, Butcher July 16 Pollict, New Mills, nr Stock- 
port 

Morris, WALTER Morris, Bolton, Physician July8 Finney & Co, Bolton 

NxWSON, ALIOR CATHERINE, Richmond June 27 Booth & Smee, Norfolk House, 
Victoria Embankment 
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PADMORE, Rev EDWIN FREEMAN, Winchfield, Southampton July 20 Day & Son, 
Millbank house, Westminster 

ProcToR, HENRY CHARLES, Neasden July 11 Wansey & Co, Moorgate st 

RAVENHILL, CECILIA JOSEPHA ANNE ROSAMOND, Lennox gdns July 16 Foster & Co, 
Queen st pl 

REYNOLDS, MARY ANN, Chadwell st, Clerkenwell July 15 

Rogers, JOHN ALFRED, Church Town, Gwinear, Cornwall, Tailor July 11 
Thomas Camborne 

RYDER, HENRY THOMAS DUDLEY, Gordon mans, St Pancras July 18 Abbott & Hudson, 
Fenchureh st 

| 


Pearkes, College hill 
Daniell & 


SHIPLEY, ALFRED, Westbury upon Trym, Brists] July 28 Sturge, Bristol 

SMITH, WILLIAM, Corfe Castle, Dorset July 15 Clark, Wareham, Dorset 

SOWDEN, BENJAMIN June 25 Tempest, Leeds 

STEPHENSON, JOHN, Kingston upon Hull July 31 Woodhouse & Chambers, Hull 

STOREY. REUBEN ROBERT, Ramsgate June 30 George & Sons, Newcastle Emlyn, South 
Wales 

TOTTENHAM, GEORGE CHARLES LOFTUS, Glcnade, Leitrim, Ireland 
St Stephen's House, Westminster 

TREVORROW, WILLIAM, Chyangweal, Uny Lelant, Cornwall 
Cornwall 

TURNER, JOHANNA, Cubitt Town, Poplar July 11 
Gray's inn 

WHITE, SUSAN, Normanby by Spital, Lincoln July 11 


July 15 Wyatt & Co, 
July 8 Chellew, St Ives, 


Rubinstein & Co, Raymond bldgs, 


Robbs & Bell, Gainsborough 


London Gazette. —FRIDAY, June 17. 


ANDERSON, WILLIAM, Stockton on Tees, Civil Engineer July 22 Wilson & Co 

© Stockton on Tees 

RARKER, ALEX4NDER HENRY, Holyport, nr Maidenhead July18 Stuart, Stroud, Glos 

BARTRUM, HENRY BEVAN, Bath July 30 Gill & Bush, Bath 

BIRCH, FRANK, Middlesbrough July 23 Birch, Middlesbrough 

BUSBY, CATHERINE ANNE, Bramham gdns, South Kensington 
Co, Phi!pot In 

BUTLER, WILLIAM, Cambridge July 22 Smart, Cambridge 

CATES, JOHN, Bristol July 11 Baker & Co, Weston super Mare 

CossHAM, WILLIAM BERKELRY, Watford July 23 Sedgwick & Co, Watford 

Dawson, GEORGE WILLIS, Forest Hall, Northumberland July 20 Gee, Newcastle 
npon Tyne 

DRAKE, ANNIE ISABELLA, Huddersfield July 15 

EOKERSLEY, LEONIE VICTORINE ADRIENNE, Halifax 
Halifax 

F0GAR, THOMAS PATTISON, West Cramlington, Northumberland, Grocer July 21 
Rhagg, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Ems, WILLIAM, Norwich, Draper July 20 Woolsey & Thorold, Norwich 

FopEN. EDWARD, Fallowfield, Manchester July 20 Innes, Manchester 

GAINFORD, HARRISON, Boot, Cumberland, Grocer July 16 Chapman & Baxter, 
Whitehaven 

GREAVES, GEORGE, Hale, Chester July 18 Webster, Timperley, Cheshire 

HEBBLEWAITE, ELIZA, Higher Broughton, Salford Augl Chorlton & Son, Manchester 

HEPPENSTALL, THOMAS. Saint Johns, Kent July 20 Fry, Coleman st 

HIL., EMMA, Newport, lof W July 16 Joyce, Newport 

HOPPER, JANE, Ilkley July 29 Wilkinson & Marshall, Newcastle on Tyne 

MANGER, GODFREY, Balmes rd, Southgaterd Aug3l1 Beck, East India av 

MERLETT, ARTHUR AUGUSTE, Harrington mans, Shaftesbury av, Mining Engineer 
July 11 Finch & Turner, Cannon st 

MIRFIN, GEORGE, Pendleton, Salford, Lancs, Corn Dealer 
Manchester 

MOREWOOD, CHARLES ROWLAND PALMER, Alfreton Park, Derby July 30 
Bedford row 

MORGAN, ELizaBETH, Chase ter, Staffs July 1 

Mycock, WILLIAM, Didsbury, Manchester, Master Plumber July 31 
Manchester 

NORFOR, CECIL HENRY THOMAS, Eastbourne ter, Paddington 
Old Broad st 

NOYES,'FREDERICK CHARLES, Meadow r1, Clapham, Hotel Manager July 14 Rubinstein 
& Co, Raymond bidgs, Gray's inn 


July 16 Henderson & 


Armitage & Co, Nuddersfield 
July 18 Barstowe & Midgley, 


Aug 2 Farrar & Co, 
Peak & Co, 


Russell & Son, Lichfield 
Foulds & Laycock, 


July 31 Blyth & Co, 


PAQUIN, FREDERIC ADRIEN BON, Lille, France July 14 Watkins & Co, New Broad st 
PITMAN, MARY HANNAH, Weston, Somerset June 20 Gill & Bush, Bath 
POLLARD, ELLA SUSANNAH, St Leonards on Sea July 15 Harding, St Leonard’s on 


Sea 

RASHLEIGH, LYDIA JANE CUMMING, Netley July 18 Pearce & Keele, Southampton 

Ripos, Most Hon GEORGE FREDERICK SAMUEL, Marquess of, KG July 30 Hutchinson, 
Ripon 

RIPPON, CAROLINE BETSEY, Old Sleaford, Lincs July 16 Peake & Co, Sleaforl 

SKIRROW, ISABELLA, Lower Bentham, Yorks July 23 Thompson & Co, Bentham, nr 
Lancaster 

STENTIFORD, ELLEN TRYPHENA, Plymouth Aug 20 Wilson, Plymouth 

SWIFT, ALFRED, Linby, Notts, Miller Aug 15 Watson & Co, Nottingham 

TURNER, RICHARD CHARLES, Streatham, Dealer Sept 14 Errington & Co, High st, Colliers 
Wood, Merton 

WALKER, JANE, Bagby Fields, Leeds July 18 Scatcherd & Co, Leeds 


WESTON, ROBERT GEORGE, Lambs Conduit st, Provision Merchant July 20 Reed & 
Reed, Basinghall st 

WHITE, EDWARD DouGLas, Gloucester pl, Portman sq July 25 Cox & Lafone, Tower 
Royal, Cannon st 

WHITEHEAD, ELIzA, Southport July 13 Tanner, Oldham 

Woops, WILLIAM RICHARD, Upper Park st, Islington July 15 Mills & Co, Finsbury sq 

Youpbs, JosEPH, Birkenhead, Baker July 28 Evans & Co, Liverpool 


London Gazette.—Tuxrspay, June 21. 


Aven, Fawyy, Kingston upon Hull Aug 23 Middlemiss & Pearce, Hull - 

AnseLL, Evizaseta Lucy, Bournemouth Aug 5 Fladgate &, Co, Craig's court 
Charing Cross 

Buake, Ricuarp, Winterbourne Dauntsey, Wilts July 18 Wilson & Sons, Salisbury 

Bitton, Joszera, Nottingham July v2 Day & Jarvis, Nottiogham 

Birp, Bensamin, Kimbolton, Hereford, Farmer July 18 Robinson & Son, Leominster 


| Baooxes, Ctement Diwent, Cheddar, Somerset July 20 Brookes, Bristol 


CiemenTs, Ratpo Artuur Penyruyn, Quetta, India July 20 Little & Whittingham, 
Stroud, Glos 

Cotuis, Gustavus WHEeaTLey Berry, Dawlish, Devon July 24 Bere & Ley, Milverton, 

merset 

Coorer, Jony, Chiltern st, Aylesbury July 2 Horwood & James, Aylesbury 

Daourtty, Jonn Laurent, Southport, Professor of Languages July 16 Wheeldon & 
Quayle, Southport 

Epwarps, Exizasgei1n, Lower Prill, Ewyas Harold, Hereford July 21 Wallis, Here- 
ford 

Epwakgps, Mary, Rowledge, Surrey July 22 Kempson, Farnham 


| Fraser, Acyes, South Kensington July 23 Upperton & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Fuuuer, ALFaep ALEXANpgR, Great Queen st, Holborn, Salesman July 18 Armstrong, 
Mostyn rd, Brixton 

Hatt, Ricuarp, Crewe July18 Kilner, Oldham 

Haut, Tuomas, Leeds, Merchant’s Agent July 11 Wilson, Leeds 

Hascest, Joun, Norton Canon, Hereford, Farmer July 2t Wallies, Hereford 

Hetuearineton, Joux, Workington, Cumberland, Yeoman July 23 Crerar & Mason, 
Workington 

Hewitt, Tsomas, Clifton Campville, nr Tamworth July 31 Weston, Kidderminster 

Hopesowx, Witu14M Seca, Freckleton, Kirkham, Lancs July 18 Clemesha, Preston 

Hout, Ropert Eowarp Hatuerr, North Gate, Regent’s Park, Barrister at Law July 19 
Simpson & Co. Moorga‘e st 

Horyxg, Wi.u1am, Ufton rd, De Beauvoir Town July15 Dowse & Co, Kingsland rd 

Hoy, Henry Auzert, Fallowfield, Manchester, Engineer Aug 31 Innes, Manchester 

Hucues, Harriet Sypyey, Bryn Menai, Bangor July 31 Carter & Co, Carnarvon 

ee, Leinster st, Cleveland sq, Bayswater July 25 Shipton & Co, Chester- 

e 


| Husrer, Caartorre Maras, Hillington July 21 Gardiner & Son, Uxbridge 


Jongs, Janz, Corwen, Merioneth Jnly 30 John, Corwen 

Kino, Amecta Louisa, Ramsdenrd, Balham July 27 Lattey & Hart, Leadenhall st 

Lirt.e, Parscrua, Bristol July 30 Bush &}Bush, Bristol 

Lomas, Atrrep, Longsight Manchester, Horse Dealer=July 15 Fieldhouse, Manchester 

Macxintosu, Jang, Alnwick, Northumberland, Marine Store Dealer July 15 Middle- 
miss,jun, Alnwick 

May ey, Josgrs, Darwen, Lancs, Grocer June 29 Kay, Darwen 

Pears, a Fort Qu’Appelle, Assiniboia, Canada July 20 Ellis & Co, Albert 
marle st 

Peat, Hagriet, Lakenham, Norwich July 16 Hill & Son, Norwich 

Puiturps, Susannau, Small Heath, Birmingham July30 Huggins, Birmingham 

Powe i, Makita, Weir, Dulverton, S»merset July 18 Barrow,:Dulverton 

Prestoy, CuristopHer Witi1am, Davenport Green, nt Wilmslow, Chester July 18 
Gou't & Goodfellow, Manchester 

Ross, Viororia, Putney July 17 Indermaur & Browo, Chancery In 

none ae Shrewabury,Corn Merchint Aug 31 Carrane & Shawcross, Wellington, 

alop 

Suirx, Joun, Hahkham, Sussex, Carrier Aug7 Stapley, Eastbourne 

Spooner, James DouGr.as, Upper Montague st July8 Harris, Winchester 

Stenson, Emity, Marchiaton, Staffs July 16 Holbrook, Derby 

Stevenson, .-Martaa Sarau, Cheriton ‘sq, Balham July 18 SG Henniker and 
A C W Johnson, 27 Cheriton sq, Balham 


a. Fmeeen, Llandilo, Carmarthen, Boot Manufacturer July 20 Williams 

andilo 

Txompson, Lestiz Donavp, New Zealand Oct 18 Saxton & Morgan, Somerset st, Port- 
man sq 


Turver, Luxe, Erpingham rd, Putney Aug 16 Taylor, Upper Richmond rd, Putney 
Unicke, Victor Wuitworts, Rouen July 20 Boyce & Son, George st, Hanover sq 
Urron, oo, Southend on Sea, Brick Manufacturer July 29 Wood & Co, Southend 
on 

Waternouse, Caanvorre, Sheffield July15 Smith & Co, Sheffield 

Wateraouse, Hersert, Hillsborough, Sheffield July21 Kesteven, Sheffield 
WeasmoutH, Mary Janz Wrytam, Newcastle upon Tyne July 30 Ingledew & Fen- 

ick, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Witxixs, Magra Louisa, Shirley, Southampton July 19 Harfield & Son, Southampton 
| Woop, Gzorcr Jawes, Kingsland rd, Clothier July 15 Dowse & Co, Kingsland rd 











Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, June 17. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ALLEN, Fraxx, Morley, Yorks, Woollen Manufacturer 
Bradford Pet June 14 Ord June 14 

Bacon, Apert Epwarp, Crawford st West, Corn Dealer 
High Court Pet Junei3 Ord June 13 

Baxter, James, Whitefield, Lancs, Draper Salford Pet 
June 15 Ord June 15 

Beyynett, Rauru, Hanley, Licensed Victualler Hanley 
Pet June 14 Ord June 14 

Bererra, Jon, Hareshills, Leeds, Dealer in Fancy Goods 
Pet June 13 Ord June 13 

Bake, Ernest Joann, Lowestoft, Solicitor Great Yarmouth 
Pet June 15 Ord June 15 

Biumstein & Krssier, Little Halifax st, Chicksand st, 
Furriers High Court Pet May 24 Ord June 14 

Brigevey, Francis, Radcliffe, nr Manchester, Bleacher 
Bolton Pet May 31 Ord June 15 

Brown, Martuew, Thornton, Bucks, Farmer 
Pet June 13 Ord June 13 

Cana, Francis Buyyan, Tewkesbury ter, New Southgate, 
Coal Merchant High Court Pet June 14 Ord June 14 

Cuaapwick, Hersert, Atherton, Lancs, Caretaker Bolton 
Pet June 16 Ord June 15 

Cuapwick, Taomas Ex.iort, Wakefield,Tea Dealer Wake- 
field Pet June13 Ord June 13 

Davenport, Aowyes, Chesterton, Staffs, Tobacco Dealer 

Hanley Pet June2 Ord June 13 


Banbury 


Derricr, James, Dafen, Llanelly, Carmarthen Collier Car- | 


marthen Pet Junel4 Ord June 14 

Girraam, Argtsur Jonny, Carshalton, 
Croydon Pet June 18 Ord June 13 

Guwyy, Henry, Boston, Tailor Boston Pet June13 Ord 
June 13 

Hossoyx, Epmunp Basit, Worksop, Notts, Commercial 
Traveller Sheffield Pet June7 Ord June 14 

Hore, Harry Harper, Sparkhill, Worcester, Tobacconist 
Birmingham Pet June 13 Ord June 13 

Hvucues, Wituiam Ricuarp Owes, Newport, Mon, Out- 
fitter Newport,Mon Pet Junel4 Ord June 14 


Surrey, Grocer 


Jarvis, Kester Cairps, Tonbridge, Builder Tunbridge 
Wells Pet May31 Ord June 14 
Jones, Owen Epwarp, Forth, Glam, Warehouseman 


Pontypridd Pet June13 Ord June 13 

Jowett, Newron, Greetland, nr Halifax, Butcher Halifax 
Pet June 15 Ord June 15 

Lacgy, Josern, Draycott, Derby, Painter Derby Pet 
June ll Ord June 11 

Lees, ALbert, Tyldesley, Lancs, Window Cleaner Bolton 
Pet June 3 Ord June 15 

Mitcne tt, Witiiam Joun, Trinity sq, Merchant High 
Court Pet April 22 Ord June 15 

Mumrorp, Witutam, Billiter st, Merchant High Court 
Pet Mar19 Ord June 15 

Norta, Wiiiiam, Walthamstow, Essex HighCourt Pet 
May 17 Ord June 15 

Nurrer, Atrrep, Liecester, Tobacconist 
June 13 Ord June 13 

Ovpuam, Henry Faeperick, Cardiff, Draper 
May 31 Ord June 10 


Leicester Pet 


Cardiff Pet 


| Piscnes, Jonny, Boston, Florist Boston Pet Junel5 Ord 


June 15 


PinkuaM, James, Blaengwynfi, Glam, Collier Neath and 
Aberavon Pet Junel3 Ord June 13 
Pratt, Henry, York, Licensed Victuailer 
June ll Ord June 11 

Paice, Witraip Georce Wuircer, Belvedere rd, Upper 
Norwood, Clerk Croydon Pet June 14 Ord June 4 

Prircuaep, Joun Atrrepd, Preston, Leather Bug Muker 
Preston PetJunel4 Ord June 14 

Rusex.ts, Agstuor Hues, Southampton, Estate Ageni 
southampton Pet June15 Ord Junel5 


York Pet 


Rosinson, Avtperr Warmers, Staindrop, Durham, 
Fruiterer Stockton on Tees Pet June 13 Ord 
June 13 


Saunpers, Witiiam James, Moretonhampstead, Devon, 
Tailor Exeter Pet June 14 Ord June 14 

Smith, Jeremran, Coalville, Leicester, Grocer Burton on 
Trent Pet Junel15 Ord June 15 

Suirn, Reainatp M, Duke st, St James’s, Picture Dealer 
High Court Pet May 25 Ord June 13 

Surpman, Joseru Toon, Leicester Leicester Pet June 15 
Ord June 15 

Srap.etoy, Henry Otiver, Horwich, Cycle Dealer Bol- 
ton Pet June 13 Ord June 13 

StropparpD, Frank, Sandiacre, Derby, Upholsterer Derby 
Pet June 13 Ord June 13 

Taytor, Wituiam Hevay, Dufferin st, Bunhill row, Skirt 
Manufacturer High Court Pet June 13 Ord June 13 

Towyeyp, Avice, Manningham, Bradford Bradford Pet 
May 31 Ord June 14 

Unperwoop, Agtuur Reainacp, Gt Yarmouth, Auctioneer 
Great Yarmouth Pet May 25 Ord June 13 

Watrorp-GosxaLt, Joun Dessorover PEasson, Ingate- 
stone, x Chelmsford Pet June 13 Ord June 13 
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Waxes, Tomas Cuaries, Manchester, Baker Man- 
chester Pet June1 Ord June 13 

Wexsu, Josern Henry, Bristol, Farmer Bristol Pet May 
28 Ord June 14 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of June 3: 


Cavett, Euitrus Epwarpes, Ashtead, Surrey, Manager of 
a Skating Rink Croydon Pet Feb 3 Ord Mar 18 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of June 7 
Hottesone, Harorp Trenca, Norfolk st, Strand, Director 
High Court Pet May 12 Ord June 4 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


Lowpgex, Wit.tam, Edgware rd, Restaurant Keeper High 
Court Rec Ord Feb 23,1910 Resc June 11, 1910 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ApAMs, woe Whitland, Carmarthen, Grocer 
atll Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 
ALLEN, Bono Morley, Yorks, Woollen Manufacturer 

June 2 at1l Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 


Bacow, ALsgrt Epwarp, Crawford st West, Corn Dealer 
June 28 at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Benyett, Ratru, Hanley, Licensed Victualler June 27 at 
12 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, Staffs 

Beretta, Joun, Harehills, Leeds, Dealer in Fancy Goods 
June 27 at 11 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 


Buomstgin & Kessier, Little Halifax st, Chicksand at, 
Furriers June 28 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs,Carey st 


Bowers, Caaries Josern, Tedstone, Delamere, Hertford, 
Farmer June 27 at 12 Off Rec, 11, Copenhagen st, 
Worcester 


Boyes, Freperick CHARLES, ety com man 
June 27 at 11 Off Rec, 8, High st, Coventry 


Carg, Francis Bunyan, Tewkesbury ter, New Southgate, 
Ly erchant June 29 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
ey 8 


Cuapwick, Tuomas Ex.iorr, Wakefield, Tea Dealer June 
27 at 2.30 Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 

Davenport, Aanes, Chesterton, Staffs, Tobacco Dealer 
June 27 at 3 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, Staffs 

Davirs, Davip, Pontypridd, Boot Dealer June 29 at 11.15 
Off Rec, 8t Catherine's chmbrs, St Catherine st, Ponty- 
pridd * 

Gitnam, Artur Joun, Carshalton, Surrey, Grocer June 
27 at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Gairritus, Ropeat Hompurey,s Oakhampton, Barry Docks, 
Barry, Glam, Master Mariner June 25at11 Off Rec, 
117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

Horr, Hagey, Harrer, Sparkhill, Worcester, * Tobacconist 
June 27 at 11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, 
Birming 

Jacoss, Jouw Mattruew, Brighton, Music Seller June 30 
at 2.30 Off Rec, 12a, Marlborough pl, Brighton 

Jones, Owen Epwarp, Porth, Glam, Warehouseman June 
29 at 2.30 Off Rec, St Catherine’s chmbrs, St Catherine 
st, Pontypridd 

——- Josgrx, Draycott, Derby, Painter 

ff Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

‘eigen Walsall, Baker June 28 at12 Off Rec, 
Wolverhampton 

Mirouety, Wituiam Jony, Trinity sq, Merchant June 29 
atl Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Momrorp, Wittiax, Billiter st, Merchant June 29 at 12 

ptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Nortu, Wituiam, Cleveland Park cres, Walthamstow 
June 28 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Nutter, Atrrep, Leicester, Tobacconist June 27 at3 Off 
Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Peacock, Witt1amM Weester, Pembroke, Hotel Proprietor 
June 25 at 12°15 Lion Hotel, Pembroke 


June 28 


June 25 at 11 





Pinxuanm, James, Blaengwy: Glam, Collier June 28 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Government bldgs, St Mary's st, Swan- 
sea 


Pratt, Hewry, York, Licensed Victualler June 27 at 3 
Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, York 

Price, Witrrep Georck Waittey, Belvedere rd, Upper 

Norwood, Clerk June 28 at 11. 30 132, York rd, West 

minster Bridge 

Rozerts, Astaur Huan, Southampton, Estate Agent 
June 25 at 1 Off Ree, Midland Bank chmbrs, High 
st, Southampton 

Saunpexs, Wittiam James, Moretonhampstead, Devon, 
Tailor June 30 at 10,30 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, 
Exeter 

Surpman, Josern Toon, Leicester 
Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Situ, Reatnatp M, Duke st, St James, Picture Dealer 
June 29 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Sours, Isaac, Coleby Mill, Lines, Miller Jane 30 at 12 

ff Rec, 10, Bank st, Lincoln 

Srar.tetow, Henny Oviver, Horwich, Cycle Dealer July 4 
at 3 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

Stites, Wittiam, Worcester, Pork Butcher June 27 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 11, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

Srorprarp, Fraxx, Sandiacre, Derby, Upholsterer June 
25 at 12 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

Butuivay, Micnart, Swansea, Licensed Victualler June 
28at 11 Off Rec, Government bidgs, St Mary’s st, 
Swansea 

Tayior, Wituram Henry, Dufferin st, Bunhill row, Skirt 
Manufacturer June 29 at 11 Bankruptcy bildgs, 
Carey st 

Townenp, Atice, Manningham, Bradford June 27 at 11 
Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

Waxke.am, James Heyry, Huthwaite, Notts, Grocer June 
29 at 11 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Watters, Morcay, Briton Ferry, Glam, Coal Merchant 
June 29 at11 Off Rec, Government bidgs, St Mary st, 
Swansea 

Wituiams, Ernest Joun, Gilfach Goch, Glam, Colliery 
Ostler June 25 at 12.30 Off Rec, 117, St Mary st, 
Cardiff 

va Hersert, Snienton, Notts June 29 at 12 

ff Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, ‘Nottingham 

Wenen Epwarp Georas, Coltishall, Norfolk, Cycle 
Agent June 27 at 12.30 Off Ree, 8, King st, Nor- 
wich 


June 27 at 3.45 Off 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Auuen,/Frank, Morley, Yorks, Woollen Manufacturer 
radford Pet June 14 Ord June 14 

Bacon, Atsert Epwarp, Crawford st West, Corn Dealer 
High Court Pet June 13 Ord June 13 

Baxter, James, Whitefield, Lancs, Draper and Hosier 
Salford Pet June 15 Ord Jane 15 

Benyett, Ratrs, Hanley, poms Victualler 
Pet June 14 Ord June 1 

Beretta, Joun, Harehills, A 
Leeds Pet Junel13 Ord June 1 

Buaxe, Ernest Joun, Lowestoft, sciteis 
mouth Pet June15 Ord June 15 

Brown, Marrurw, Thornton, Bucks, Farmer Banbury 
Pet June 13 Ord June 15 

Cavett, Emus Epwarpes, Ashtead, Surrey, Manager 
ofa Skating Rink Croydon Pet Feb 3 Ord June 14 

Carr, Francis Bunyan, Tewkesbury ter, New Southgate, 
Coal Merchant High Comt Pet June 14 Ord 
June 14 

Cuapwick, Hersert, Atherton, Lancs, Caretaker Bolton 
Pet June 15 Ord June 15 

Cuapwick, Tuomas Exuiott, Newton Bar, Wakefield, Tea 
Dealer Wakefield Pet June13 Ord June 13 

Derrick, James, Dafen, Llianelly Carmarthen, Collier 
Carmarthen Pet June 14 Ord June 14 


Hanley 
pears in Fancy Goods 


Great Yar 





Gunn, Henry, Boston, Lincs, Tailor Boston Pet June 13 
Ord June 13 

Harcugr, Jony, Church rd, Manor Park, Cycle Engineer 
High Court’ Pet May6 Ord June ll 

Hutu, Frank Wittiam, Lower,Easton, 8t Marks, B ristol, 
Furniture Dealer ‘Bristol Pet June 11 Ord June 15 

Hosson, Epuunp Basit, Worksop, Commercial Traveller 
Sheffield Pet Jane7 Ord June 15 

Hors, Harsy Harper, Sparkhill, Worcester, Tobacconist 
Birmingham Pet June 13 Ord June 13 

Hueaurs, Wittram Ricaarp Owen, Newport, Mon, Out- 
fitter Newport,Mon Pet June 14 Ord June 14 

Jacons, Joun Marrusw, Brighton, Music Seller Brighton 
Pet June 11 Ord June 13 

Jouiye, Freperick Eayest, and Harry Nowe t, Pancras 
rd, King’s Cross, Hay Merchants High Court Pet 
May7 Ord June 11 

Jones, Owen Epwanp, Porth, Glam, Warehouseman 
Pontypridd Pet June 13 Ord June 13 

Jowett, Newron, Greetland, nr Halifax, Butcher Hali- 
fax Pet Junel5 Ord June 15 

Lacey, Joszru, Draycott, Derby, Painter Derby Pet 
Juneli Ord June ll 

Lower, Argruur Ceci, East India av, Ship Broker High 
Court Pet Aprill Ord June 15 

Munpy, Henry H, Burgess Hill, spasm, Coal Merchant 
Brighton Pet "May 4 Ord June 1 

Nutrer, Atrarp, Leicester, +e Leicester Pet 
June 13 Ord June 15 


Pincues, Joux, Boston, Lincs, Florist Boston Pet June 15 
Ord June 16 

Piyk, Wituiam Jarrerr, Cambridge, Hosier Cambridge 
Pet May 28 Ord June 13 


Piyxuam, Jamxs, Bleegwynfi, Glam, Collier Neath Pe 
June 13 Ord June 13 
Prarr, Henry, York, Licensed Victualler York Pet 


Junell Ord June 11 


ParitcHarv, Joun Atraep, Preston, Leather Bag Dealer 
Prestun Pet Junel4 Ora June 14 


Remyant, Percy Wartee.anp, Bedford sq, Solicitor High 
Court Pet April2 Ord June 11 


Rosinson, Avseat Waymers, Staindrop, Durham, 
—— Stockton on Tees Pet June 13° Ord 
une 13 


Saunpers, Wittiam James, Moretonhampstead, Devon, 
Tailor Exeter Pet Junel4 Ord June 14 


Saipman, Joszra Toon, Leicester Leicester Pet June 15 
Ord June 15 


Sarrn, Jeremian, Coalville, Leicester,Grocer Burton on 
Trent Pet June 15 Ord Juue 15 


Srap.eton, Henay Oviver, Horwich, Lancs, Cycle Dealer 
Bolton Pet June 13 Ord June 13 


SrorparD, Frank, [Sandiacre,|Derby, Upholsterer Derby 
Pet June 13 Ord June 13 


Wacker, Tuomas Cuagces, Harpurhey, Manchester, Baker 

Manchester Pet Junel Ord June 15 
London Gazette,—Tusspay, June 21. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

BEVIS, FREDERICK HENRY, Newport, I of W, Fruit Mer- 
cuant Newport Pet May 23 Ord June 15 

BOLD,” GEORGE, Pontycymmer, Glam, Fruit Hawker 
Cardiff Pet June 16 Ord June 16 

BURREE, ESTELLE LILIAN, Watford St Albans Pet June 
3 urd June 13 

BURRELL, JAMES ALFRED, Halifax, Pianoforte 
Halitax Pet May 30 Ord June 17 

CHAPPELL, HERBERT. STANLEY, Temple rd, Cricklewood , 
Grocer Brighton Pet June 17 Ord June 17 

Dawson, HENRY, Ashby, Lincs, Tailor Great Grimby 
Pet June 17 Ord Jane 17 


Dealer 
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EpMONDSON, WILLIAM, Earby, Yorks, Butcher's Assistant 
Bradford Pet June 18 Ord June 15 

EVANS, SUSANNAH, Bournemouth Poole Pet June 18 
Ord June 18 

FIELD, HARRY, Cleethorpes, Wire Artist Great Grimsby 
Pet June17 Ord June 17 

GOULD, "GEORGE THOMAS, Waterloo, Ashton under Lyne, 
Wood Turner Ashton underLyne Pet June4 Ord 
June 14 


HAGGAR, CHARLES, Prince of Wales rd, Kentish Town, 
Greengrocer High Court Pet May 28 Urd June 17 

HALL, JAMES TRAILL, Bournemouth High Court Pet 
May 13 Ord June 17 


HANBURY-TRACEY, ARTHUR FE, Birkbeck Bank chmbrs, 
High Holborn, Chartered Secretary High Court ret 
June 2 Ord June 18 

HEALEY, CHARLES RICHARD, Tewkesbury, Timber Faller 
Cheltenham PetJunel7 Ord June 17 

Hops, GEORGE JOSEPH, Burbage, nr Molborough, Market 
Gardener Swindon Pet June 18 Ord Juue 18 

JONES, CHARLES |ABEL, Aberystwyth, Cardigan, China 
Dealer Aberystwyth Pet June17 Ord June 17 

JONES, JOHN ALFRED, Wigan, Tobacconist Wigan 
June17 Ord June 17 

JUNGHEIM, HOPKINS & CO, Catherine ct, Seething In, 
Corn Merchants High Court Pet May27 Ord Juue 17 

MEAKINS, WILLIAM, Luton, Motor Agent Luton Pet 
June 17 Ord June 17 

Pitts, BENJAMIN, Portishead, Somerset, Cabinet Maker, 
Bristol Pet Jane 17 Ord June 17 

SHEERMAN, ALBERT THOMAS, Emsworth, Hants, Builder 
Portsmouth Pet June17 Ord June 17 

SMITH, JAMES, Barnsley, Joiner Barnsley Pet June 18 
Ord June 18 

SNELLING, ERNEST WILLIAM, and 
SNELLING, Brixton rd, Lambeth, 
Court Pet June16 Ord June 16 

STANLEY, HERBERT, Palmerston cres, Bowes Park, Orchid 
Importer Edmonton Pet April 30 Ord June 16 

‘TASKER, WILLIAM EDWARD, Hanwood, Salop, School- 
master Shrewsbury Pet June 18 Ord June 18 

TRAXTON, FREDERICK, Lowestoft, Tailor Great Yarmouth 
Pet June 16 Ord June 16 

VINES, BRooM, Harepath Farm, nr Marlborough, Farmer 
Swindon Pet June 6 Ord June 17 

WHITE, HENRY, Newport Pagnell, Bucks, 
Northampton PevJunei8 Ord June 18 

WHITNEY, HAROLD BATTERSBY, Liverpool, Estate Agent 
Liverpool Pet June 4 Ord June 16 

WILLE, WALTER, Streatham, Laundryman 
Pet April20 Ord June 16 

WORTH, SYDNEY, Macclesfield, 
Pet June 156 Ord June 15 

WYKES, JOHN WILLIAM, Great Grimsby Great Grimsby 
Pet June 15 Ord June 15 

YOUNG, WALTER, Luton, Butcher Luton Pet June 17 
Ord June 17 


Pet 


JOHN ARTHUR 
Butchers High 


Contr actor 


Wandsworth 


Farmer Macclesfield 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


BEVIS, FREDERICK HENRY, Newport, I of W, Fruit Mer- 
chant July 2 at 3.30 Off Rec, 33a, Holyrood st 
Newport, 1 of W 

BRIERLEY, FRANCIS, Radcliffe, nr Manchester, Bleacher 
July 8 at3 Uff Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

BURRELL, JAMES ALFRED, Halifax, Pianoforte Dealer 
June 30 at 11.156 County Court, rreseo.t st, Halifax 

CHADWICK, HERBERT, Atherton, Lancs, Carctaker 
at3 19, Exchange st, bolton 

CHECKLEY, HAWTIN, Walsall, Baker July 1 at12 
Wolverhampton 

DAVIS, JOHN NELSON, Plymouth, Jeweller June 30 at 3 
Bankruptcy blugs, Carey st 

DERRICK, JAMES, Dafen, Llanelly, Carmarthen, Collier 
June 29 at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

GILLoTT, CHARLES, Totley, Derby, Draper 
11.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Gray,’ WALTER THOMAS, Saxmundham, Shorthand Writer 
June 30 at 2.15 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

GUNN, Hg&nry,' Boston, Lincs, Tailor 
Rec, 4 and 6, West st, Boston 

HAGGAR, CHARLES, Prince of Wales rd, Kentish Town, 
Greengrocer June 30 at 12) Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

HALL, JAMES TRAILL, Bournemouth June 30 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

HANBURY-TRACY, ARTHUR E, Birkbeck Bank chmbrs, 
High Holborn, Chartered Secretary June 30 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

HARRISON, ELIZABETH 


Manufacturer June 
Norwich 


July 5 


Off Rec, 


June 30 at 


July5at2 Off 


BALLANTYNE, Norwich, Boot 
.29 at 1 Off Rec, 8, King st, 


HILL, FRANK WILLIAM, Lower Easton, St Mark's, Bristol, 
Furniture Dealer June 29 at 12.15 Off Rec, 26 
Baldwin st, Bristol ee 


HOBDAY, CLAUD EMILE, London rd, Twickenham, Turf 
Agent June 29at 12 14, Bedford row, London 


HOBSON, EDMUND BASIL, Worksop, Commercial Traveller 
June 30 at12 Off Rec, Figtree ln, Sheffield 





HUGHES, WILLIAM RICHARD OWEN, Newport, Mon, 
Outfitter June 29at11 Off Res, 144, Commercial st, 
Newport, Mon. 


JONES, JOHN ALFRED, Wigan, Tobacconist July 11 at 1.30 
Court house, Crawford st, Wigan 


JOWETT, NEWTON, Greetland, nr Halifax, Butcher 
30 at 10.45 County Court, Prescott st, Halifax 


Ju nGHEIM, Hopkins & Co., Catherine ct, Seething In 
Corn Merchants June 30 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

LAUGHLAND, WILLIAM ARTHUR, Bath, Draper June 29 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 


LEAR, HENRY, Priddy, Somerset, farmer 
Off Kec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 


LEES, ALBERT, Tyldesley, Lancs, Window Cleaner 
ut 3.30 19, Exchange st, Bolton 


OxuDHAM, HENRY FREDERICK, Cardiff, Draper June 29 at 
2.30 Room 53, Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

PINCHES, JOHN, Boston, Florist July 5 at 2.30 Off Rec, 
4 and 6, West st, Boston 


PRITCHARD, JOHN ALFRED, Preston, Leather Bag Dealer 
June 29 at 11.16 Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, Preston 


RADFORD, WILLIAM GEORGE, Redland, |Bristol, Saddler 
June 29 at 11.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 


RipIHouGH, JOHN, Burnley, Horse Dealer June 29 at 
lL Uff Rec, 13, Winckley st, Preston 

ROBINSON, ALBERT WAYMETH, Staindrop, 
Fruiterer June 39 at 11.30 
Albert rd, Middlesbrough 

SMITH, JAMES, Barnsley, Joiner July 1 at 10.30 


7, Regent st, Barnsley 


SNELLING, ERNEST WILLIAM,and JOHN ARTHUR SNELLING, 
Brixton rd, Lambeth, Butchers June 30at12 Bauk- 
craptcy bldge, Carey st 

TANFIELD, HARRY CORKER, Owlerton, Sheffield, Timber 
Merchant June 30 at 12.30 Off Rec, Figtree ln, 
Sheffield 

TASKER, WILLIAM EDWARD, Hanwood, Salop, School- 
master July 2 at 11.30 [Off Rec, 22, Swan hill, Shrews- 
bury 

VinEs, Broom, Harepath Farm, ne Marlborough, Farmer 
June 29 at11 Off Rec, 38, Regent circus, Swindon 

WALFORD-GOSNALL, JOHN DESBOROUGH PEARSON, Ingate 
stone, Essex July6 at 4 Shirehall, Chelmsford 

WALKER, THOMAS CHARLES, Harpurhey, Manchester, 
Baker June 29 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

WELSH, JOSEPH HENRY, St Pauls, Bristol, Farmer June 
29 at 12.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

WILLE, WALTER, Danbrook rd, Streatham, Laundryman 
June 29 at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

WorTH, SYDNEY, Macclesfield, Farmer June 30 at 11 
Off Rec, 23, King Edward st, Macclesfield 

WRIGHT, SIDNEY FOWLER, Birmingham, Accountant 
July 1 at 11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, 
Birmingham 

WYkKks, JOHN WILLIAM, Great Grimsby June 29 at 11 
Off Rec, St Mary's chmbrs, Great Grimsby 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

BoLD, GEORGE, Pontycymmer, Glam, 
Cardiff Pet June16 Ord June1é 

BURREE, ESTELLE LILIAN, Watford St Albans Pet June3 
Ord June 16 

CHAPPELL, HERBERT STANLEY, Temple rd, Cricklewood, 
Grocer Brighton Pet June17 Ord June17 


CHECKLEY, HAWTIN, Walsall, Baker Walsall Pet May 23 
Ord June 17 


June 


June 29 at 12 


July 5 


Durham, 
Off Rec, Court chmbers, 


Off Rec, 


Fruit Hawker 


DAVENPORT, AGNES, Chesterton, Staffs, Tobacco Dealer 
Ganley Pet June2 Ord June17 

Dawson, Henry, Ashby, Lincs, Tailor 
Pet June 17 Ord Jane 17 

DUELL, GEORGE WILLIAM, New Bond st, Jeweller High 
Court Pet Mar19 Ord June 17 

EDMONDSON, WILLIAM, Earby, Yorks, Butcher's Assistant 
Bradford Pet June18 Ord June 18 

EVANS, SUSANNAH, Bournemouth Poole Pet June 18 
Ord June 18 

FIELD, HakrRyY, Cleethorpes, Wire Artist Great Grimsby 
Pet June 17 Ord June 17 

GILHAM, ARTHUR JOHN, Carshalton, 
Croydon Pet June13 Ord June 17 

HEALEY, CHARLES RICHARD, Tewkesbury, Timber Faller 
Cheltenham Pet Jane 17 Ord June 17 

HoBpsY, CLAUD EMILE, London rd, Twickenham, Turf 
Agent Brentford Pet May 19 Ord June 15 

Hope, GEORGE JOSEPH, Burbage, nr Marlborough, Market 
Gardener Swindon Pet June18 Ord June 18 

JONES, CHARLES ABBL, Aberystwyth, China Dealer 
Aberystwyth Pet Junel7 Ord June 17 

JoNnES, JOHN ALFRED, Wigan, Tobacconist 
June17 Ord June 17 

Jupp, GEORGE, Ebury st, Lodging House Keeper High 
Court Pet April 29 Ord June 17 

LEADBETTER, ROBERT ALFRED, High Wycombe, Bucks 
Aylesbury Pet Feb 4 Ord June 16 

MEAKINS, WILLIAM, Luton, Motor Agent Luton Pet 
June 17 Ord June 17 

OLDHAM, HENRY FREDERICK, Cardiff, Draper Cardiff 
Pet May 31 Ord June 16 

Pitts, BENJAMIN, Portishead, Somerset, Cabinet Maker 
Bristol PetJune17 Ord June 17 

RICHFELD, SIMON, Goswell rd; Furrier High Court Pet 
April 18 Ord June 16 

ROBERTS, ARTHUR HvuGH, Southampton, Estate Agent 
Southampton Pet June 15 Ord June 16 

SHEERMAN, ALBERT THOMAS, Emsworth, Hants, Builder 
Portsmouth Pet June17 Ord June 17 

SMITH, JAMES, Barnsley, Joiner Barnsley Pet June 18 
urd June 18 

SNELLING, ERNEST WILLIAM, and JOHN ARTHUR 
SNELLING, Brixton rd, Lambeth, Butchers High 
Court Pet June16 Ord June 16 

TASKER, WILLIAM EDWARD, Hanwood, Salop, School- 
master Shrewsbury Pet June 18 Ord June18 

TAYLOR, WILLIAM Henry, Dufferin st, Bunhill row, Skirt 
Manufacturer High Court Pet June13 Ord June 16 

TOMKINS, ARTHUR, Martin's In, Cannon st, Land Agent 
High Court Pet April29 Ord June 16 

TOWNEND, ALICE, Manningham, Bradford Bradford Pet 
May 31 Ord June 16 

WHITE, HENRy, Newport Pagnell, Bucks, Contractor 
Northampton Pet June18 Ord June 18 

WORTH, SYDNEY, Macclesfield, Farmer Macclesfield Pet 
June 15 Ord June 15 

WYEEs, JOHN WILLIAM, Great Grimsby Great Grimsby 
Pet June 15 Ord June 15 


YOUNG, WALTER, Luton, Butcher Luton Pet June 17 
Ord June 17 


Great Grimsby 


Surrey, Grocer 


Wigan Pet 


ADJUDICATIONS: ANNULLED, 
HUNTINGDON, GEORGE, Dering st, Bond st, Electrician 
High Court Adjud Dec 9,1904 Annul June 2, 1910 


MARTON, LANCELOT EDWARD, Carnforth, Lancaster 
Preston Adjud Mar 30 Annul June 14 








Bicentenary. 1710-1910. 


The Oldest Insurance Office in the World. 





SUN 


FIRE OFFICE 


FOUNDED 1710, 


Heap Orrice: 


63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C, 
Insurances effected on the following risks :— 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 


EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and 
“Or WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, 
including ACCIDENTS TO 
DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


Capiod trom Pelisy dated 1788, 


Law Courts Branch: 40, 


PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
SICKNESS and DISEASE 
BURGLARY, 

PLATE GLASS. 


CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


A. W. COUSINS, Distriet Manager. 





FIDELITY GUARANTEE. 





The BONDS of the SUN INSURANCE OFFICE are accepted by the 
various Divisions of the High Courts of Justice in England and Ireland 
and the Supreme Courts of Scotland, the Masters in Lunacy, Board of 
Trade, and all Departments of His Majesty's Government. 
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